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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to identify the factors that influence mixed race 
college students’ choice of racial identity. This study also explored whether or not there 
are any differences among each of the racial identity groups’ perceptions of institutional 
support for mixed race college students. The theoretical framework of this study was 
formed by Chickering’s Theory of Psychosocial Identity Development, Wijeyesinghe’s 
Factor Model of Multiracial Identity, and Renn’s Patterns of Multiracial Identity. The 
eight research questions that guided this study addressed hypothesized factors that may 
have a relationship with a mixed race student’s racial identity and students’ perceptions 
of institutional support for mixed race students. The sample included traditional age 
college students (18≤ 24 at the time of the survey) who are mixed race (which is defined 
as having biological parents belonging to different racial groups) and enrolled as full-time 
students (registered for twelve or more credits) at an institution that was a member of the 
University System of Georgia. This study employed a survey instrument that included 63 
multiple-choice and Likert scale questions and was divided into six sections: (a) racial 
ancestry, (b) racial identity, (c) physical appearance, (d) cultural attachment, (e) other 
social identities, and (f) institutional characteristics. The following quantitative methods 
were employed to analyze the collected data: (a) descriptive statistics, (b) Cochran-
Mantel-Haenszel test, (c) analysis of variance, (d) multinomial logistic regression, and  
(e) factor analysis. Implications for future research, policy and practice are included. 
 Keywords: mixed race, racial identity development  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
 The phrase browning of America is used to illustrate the increasing mix of 
cultural, racial, and ethnic identities in the United States (Rodriguez, 2002). This 
phenomenon has received increasing media attention with the popularity of mixed race 
celebrities like Tiger Woods, Halle Berry, Vin Diesel, and Mariah Carey, whose images 
appeal to “a younger, more multicultural and multiracial generation” (Dagbovie, 2007, p. 
232). Also, with the election of United States President Barack Obama, the issue of race, 
specifically mixed race, was brought to the political forefront (Babington, 2008). The 
browning of America complicates the previously Black and White picture of race in the 
United States.  
  The mixed race population in the United States is growing. The racial 
classification system used by the United States Census Bureau adheres to the guidelines 
issued by the Office of Management and Budget, which provides standards on ethnic and 
racial categories for statistical reporting to be used by all Federal agencies. After the 1990 
census, these categories faced criticism from individuals who asserted that the categories 
did not reflect the increasing diversity of the United States population that has resulted 
primarily from growth in immigration and interracial marriages (Office of Management 
and Budget, 1997). Census Bureau data showed that the number of children living in 
mixed race families has been increasing in the past two decades. In 1970, the number of 
children living in mixed race families totaled 460,000 (United States Census Bureau, 
2001). This number increased to 996,070 in 1980 and reached almost two million in 1990 
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(United States Census Bureau, 2001). In 1990, children in mixed race households 
accounted for four percent of all children in United States households (United States 
Census Bureau, 2001).  
After noting evidence of increasing numbers of children from interracial 
marriages and the need to measure the increased diversity in the United States, the Office 
of Management and Budget decided to allow individuals to select one or more races on 
the United States Census forms (Office of Management and Budget, 1997). Prior to this 
decision, most efforts to collect data on race, including those by the Census Bureau, 
allowed people to report only one race (Office of Management and Budget, 1997). The 
2000 United States Census was the first census that collected data on people reporting 
two or more races. On the 2000 Census, the standard racial categories included the 
following: (a) White alone, (b) Black or African American alone, (c) American Indian or 
Alaska Native alone, (d) Asian alone, (e) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
alone, (f) some other race alone, and 57 possible combinations of these six categories 
(United States Census Bureau, 2001). Therefore, data was shown for 63 racial categories, 
an excessive number of categories, which did not conform to any biological, 
anthropological, or genetic criteria but instead reflect a social definition of race 
recognized in the United States (United States Census Bureau, 2001). These policy 
changes reflected the United States government’s recognition of the increased racial 
diversity in the United States of America. 
The number of people who identify as mixed race is increasing in the United 
States. The number of people who identified as two or more races on the United States 
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Census increased by 32 percent, or approximately 2.2 million people, in the last decade 
(Humes, Jones, & Ramirez, 2011). Nine million people, or three percent of the total 
population, reported more than one race in the 2010 Census (United States Census 
Bureau, 2011). In contrast, 6.8 million people, or 2.4 percent of the total population, 
reported more than one race in the 2000 Census (Humes, Jones, & Ramirez, 2011). 
Ninety-two percent of people who reported multiple races provided exactly two races in 
2010, and White and Black was the largest multiple-race combination (United States 
Census Bureau, 2011). The demographics of the United States of America are changing. 
Increasing racial diversity in the United States has implications for higher 
education in this country. Researchers have suggested that educators need to place more 
emphasis on issues concerning diversity and that diversity needs to become a central 
theme in schools (Armstrong, Henson & Savage, 2001). It is imperative for educators to 
be familiar with the factors that influence student development, including race, and they 
should know about the theory and history of race, racial categorization, and mixed race 
people in the United States to understand the complicated landscape in which students 
live and learn (Renn, 2004). Thus, additional research is needed to better understand the 
issue of race in America and its impact on student development. The purpose of this 
research is to identify the factors that influence mixed race college students’ choice of 
racial identity. 
Statement of the Problem 
Student affairs professionals provide services, programs, and resources that help 
students learn and grow outside the classroom (NASPA, 2010). To help students grow 
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holistically, the work of student affairs professionals is influenced by student 
development theories. One aim of professional education in student affairs is to assist 
students in devising strategies for applying theories to situations and people involved in 
higher education (Creamer & Winston, 2002). In graduate preparation programs, student 
affairs professionals study the factors that influence student development, including race. 
For student affairs professionals to be effective, they must know something about the 
theory and history of race, racial categorization, and mixed race people in the United 
States and understand the complicated landscape in which students live and learn (Renn, 
2004). Thus, focused exploration of the intersections of multiple racial identities on 
identity development is needed to enhance our knowledge of student development and to 
strengthen the theoretical foundation of the student affairs profession. 
Student development theories provide a foundation for the practice of the student 
affairs profession in the United States. By using theory to inform practice, higher 
education and student affairs professionals must engage in a critical examination of 
student development theories (Patton, McEwen, Rendón, & Howard-Hamilton, 2007). In 
the past, little attention has been devoted to incorporating race into the student 
development theories most widely cited by professionals in higher education and student 
affairs, including Chickering’s model of student development, Baxter Magolda’s model 
of epistemological reflection, and Kohlberg’s theory of moral development (Patton, 
McEwen, Rendón, & Howard-Hamilton, 2007). Additional research is needed to 
construct an understanding of student development that extends beyond the limited 
perspective provided by current student development theories, which often fail to include 
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students of color in the foundational research (Patton, McEwen, Rendón, & Howard-
Hamilton, 2007). 
Current literature on student development reflects a discourse shaped by the 
perceptions and experiences of monoracial students. Theories of Black identity 
development and White identity development were among the first to address racial 
identity development of students (Cross, 1995; Helms, 1995). For monoracial students of 
color, the current monoracial models of racial identity development are appropriate 
(Wijeyesinghe, 2001). However, monoracial identity models “do not necessarily address 
the needs of mixed race students, who cannot engage entirely in an immersion in one of 
the component cultures without putting aside, at least for that time, other aspects of their 
heritage” (Renn, 2004, p. 24). Therefore, monoracial models of racial identity 
development are insufficient because the models fail to explain the racial identity 
development of mixed race individuals, who constitute a growing percentage of college 
students in the United States. 
The lack of focused exploration of the intersections of multiple racial identities on 
identity development limits much prior research about student development. The way in 
which researchers choose to group students by their responses to questions about their 
racial identity can have profound implications for the analyses with which theory may be 
evaluated and built (Inkelas, Soldner, & Szelényi, 2009). The resulting problem is an 
incomplete understanding of student development, particularly racial identity 
development. Research about multiracial identity development is necessary to 
supplement and possibly challenge prevailing notions of student identity development. 
6 
     
Thus, the study of multiracial identity development can supplement current knowledge of 
racial identity development, ultimately contributing to a better understanding of student 
development.  
Additionally, the way in which data about race are collected and used on college 
campuses has implications for institutional practice. For example, colleges and 
universities regularly offer a variety of academic, social, and support systems for students 
from underrepresented groups, including racial affiliation groups. However, only a small 
number of institutions offer activities such as student organizations or cultural events 
specifically for multiracial students (Renn, 2009). On an institutional level, accurate self-
identification of mixed race students allows colleges and universities to provide programs 
and services that might be useful for student success, learning, and development (Renn, 
2009).   
Furthermore, the way in which researchers choose to group students by their 
responses to questions about their racial identity can have profound implications for the 
descriptive portraits that emerge from their work as well as the analyses with which 
theory may be evaluated and built (Inkelas, Soldner, & Szelényi, 2009). Aggregating all 
mixed race students into one monolithic category glosses over genuine differences 
between students of differing multiracial heritages and cultural experiences (Inkelas, 
Soldner, & Szelényi, 2009). This technique masks real differences between students, 
hampering the ability to understand the complexities of the experiences of mixed race 
students.   
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Choices to use certain classification strategies over others may result in the over-
inflation or under-representation of racial backgrounds represented in the student body. 
As a result, allocations for programs and services based on the racial proportions of the 
student enrollments may be misaligned (Inkelas, Soldner, & Szelényi, 2009). In addition, 
certain classification schemes may misrepresent students’ backgrounds and experiences 
in ways that may mask differences in student needs and, therefore, affect the effective 
targeting of student services (Inkelas, Soldner, & Szelényi, 2009). In 2009, Inkelas, 
Soldner, and Szelényi recommended that “future scholarship on multiracial students 
might investigate if students’ depictions of their identities do, indeed, change, and the 
environmental factors associated with such changes” (p. 27). 
Finally, current research about racial identity development lacks generalizability. 
For example, Renn noted that most studies of mixed race college students rely on 
qualitative methods and limited samples (2008). In an article that explored the racial 
identity themes of mixed race people, the authors recommended that future researchers 
should incorporate quantitative designs to allow for generalizability of their findings 
(Milville, Constantine, Baysden, and So-Lloyd, 2005). This area of study is in need of 
quantitative research to offer significant generalizable findings. 
Purpose of the Study 
The racial profiles of the United States of America and its institutions of higher 
education are changing. The increasing diversity involves a diminishing delineation of 
discrete racial categories. The purpose of this research is to identify the factors that 
influence mixed race college students’ choice of racial identity. 
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 The research questions and null hypotheses examined in this study were as 
follows: 
Research Question 1. Is there a relationship between questions about racial 
ancestry and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis 1.A. There is no statistically significant relationship between the 
race of a student’s mother and the racial identity of the student.  
Null hypothesis 1.B. There is no statistically significant relationship between the 
race of a student’s father and the racial identity of the student.  
Research Question 2. Is there a relationship between questions about physical 
appearance and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant relationship between physical 
appearance and racial identity. 
Research Question 3. Is there a relationship between questions about cultural 
attachment and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant relationship between cultural 
attachment and racial identity. 
Research Question 4. Is there a relationship between questions about other social 
identities and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant relationship between other 
social identities and racial identity. 
9 
     
Research Question 5. Do the four latent constructs (i.e. racial ancestry, physical 
appearance, cultural attachment, other social identities) emerge from a factor analysis of 
the survey variables? 
Null hypothesis. No latent constructs can be extracted from a factor analysis of 
the survey variables. 
Research Question 6. Do ethnic identity search (a developmental and cognitive 
component) and affirmation, belonging and commitment (an affective component) 
emerge from a factor analysis of the variables from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity 
Measure? 
Null hypothesis. No latent constructs can be extracted from a factor analysis of 
variables from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure. 
Research Question 7. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their 
institution’s office of multicultural affairs? 
Null hypothesis. There are no statistically significant differences between the 
levels of support from the office of multicultural affairs perceived by mixed race students 
of different racial identities.  
Research Question 8. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their 
institution? 
Null hypothesis. There are no statistically significant differences between the 




     
Limitations and Delimitations 
The limitations of this study included sample selection, sample size, and 
researcher bias. First, sample selection was a limitation because participants were self-
selected. The assumption was that there is no difference among the factors that contribute 
to the racial identity of mixed race college students who choose to participate in this 
study and those who do not choose to participate. Also, sample size was a potential 
limitation because a large sample size is required to have significant results. Therefore, if 
there are too few participants who are of a particular racial mixture or a particular racial 
identity, then there may not be enough participants to have any significant differences. 
Finally, the potential for researcher bias exists because the researcher identifies as 
multiracial. 
Definition of Terms 
 Names can be complicated, especially when conducting research related to 
identity, and every effort should be made to honor the identity labels individuals choose 
for themselves and never to impose a label onto them (K. Renn, personal communication, 
January 24, 2012). For example, Bradley Lincoln, founder of The Multiple Heritage 
Project, stated that the term “mixed” describes “a position of pride and place where one 
can bring all sides of their cultural identity together and express and identity which is 
similar to but not specifically like either” (2009). Furthermore, “by dropping the term 
race we make a step forward and begin to talk about a fully lived experience rather than 
constantly referring to an outdated social construct which keeps us trapped in the past” 
(Lincoln, 2009). Kristen Renn, a leading scholar of mixed race college students, noted 
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that some terms, such as “mixed,” can be controversial, and “mixed race” seems to be 
emerging as the scholarly term of choice—in terms of "critical mixed race studies," for 
example (personal communication, January 24, 2012). The following terms related to this 
study are defined as: 
American Indian or Alaska Native. “American Indian or Alaska Native” refers 
to a person having origins in any of the original peoples of North and South America 
(including Central America) and who maintains tribal affiliation or community 
attachment. This category includes people who indicated their race(s) as “American 
Indian or Alaska Native” or reported their enrolled or principal tribe, such as Navajo, 
Blackfeet, Inupiat, Yup’ik, or Central American Indian groups or South American Indian 
groups. (U.S. Census, 2010) 
Asian. “Asian” refers to a person having origins in any of the original peoples of 
the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent, including, for example, 
Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, 
Thailand, and Vietnam. It includes people who indicated their race(s) as “Asian” or 
reported entries such as “Asian Indian,” “Chinese,” “Filipino,” “Korean,” “Japanese,” 
“Vietnamese,” and “Other Asian” or provided other detailed Asian responses. (U.S. 
Census, 2010) 
Black or African American. “Black or African American” refers to a person 
having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa. It includes people who 
indicated their race(s) as “Black, African American, or Negro” or reported entries such as 
African American, Kenyan, Nigerian, or Haitian. (U.S. Census, 2010) 
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Hispanic. “Hispanic” refers to a person who indicated that their origin was 
Mexican-American, Chicano, Mexican, Mexicano, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or 
South American, or other Hispanic. (U.S. Census, 2010) 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander” refers to a person having origins in any of the original peoples of Hawaii, 
Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands. It includes people who indicated their race(s) as 
“Pacific Islander” or reported entries such as “Native Hawaiian,” “Guamanian or 
Chamorro,” “Samoan,” and “Other Pacific Islander” or provided other detailed Pacific 
Islander responses. (U.S. Census, 2010) 
White. “White” refers to a person having origins in any of the original peoples of 
Europe, the Middle East, or North Africa. It includes people who indicated their race(s) 
as “White” or reported entries such as Irish, German, Italian, Lebanese, Arab, Moroccan, 
or Caucasian. (U.S. Census, 2010) 
Cultural attachment. Cultural attachment is the exposure and connection to the 
history and customs of one’s ancestors and the relative importance of and feelings and 
behaviors regarding these traditions (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
Ethnic identity. Ethnic identity is the exposure and connection to the history and 
customs of one’s ancestors and the relative importance of and feelings and behaviors 
regarding these traditions (Phinney, 1992). Ethnic identity includes two factors: ethnic 
identity search (a developmental and cognitive component) and affirmation, belonging, 
and commitment (an affective component) (Phinney, 1992). 
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Ethnicity. Ethnicity is an affiliation resulting from cultural attachment, and it 
entails the acquisition and maintenance of cultural characteristics (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
Ethnicity and ethnic groups are socially constructed categories that emphasize the shared 
geographical, historical, and cultural experiences of different groups of people 
(Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
Extraracial Identity. Extraracial Identity is one of Renn’s patterns of multiracial 
identity. Students who display the Extraracial Identity pattern choose not to identify 
along the lines of U.S. racial categories as well as those who do not subscribe to the 
construction of racialized identities (Renn, 2004). 
Mixed race. Mixed race refers to a person’s racial ancestry when it reflects two 
or more racial groups (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). Mixed race is emerging as the scholarly 
term of choice for researchers studying this population (K. Renn, personal 
communication, January 24, 2012). For the purpose of collecting a sample, mixed race 
was defined as having parents belonging to different racial groups (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
Monoracial. Monoracial refers to a person’s racial ancestry when it reflects a 
single racial group (Wijeyesinghe, 2001).  
Monoracial Identity. Monoracial Identity is one of Renn’s patterns of multiracial 
identity. Students who display the Monoracial Identity pattern identify with only one of 
their monoracial heritage groups some or all of the time (Renn, 2004). 
Multiple Monoracial Identity. Multiple Monoracial Identity is one of Renn’s 
patterns of multiracial identity. Students who display the Multiple Monoracial Identity 
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pattern identify with more than one of their monoracial heritage groups simultaneously 
(Renn, 2004). 
Multiracial Identity. Multiracial Identity is one of Renn’s patterns of multiracial 
identity. Students who display the Multiracial Identity pattern identify outside the 
standard monoracial paradigm of race in the United States (Renn, 2004). 
Other social identities. Other social identities are characteristics that an 
individual may use to describe themselves, including gender, ethnicity, sexual 
orientation, and socioeconomic status (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
Race. Race is a social construct (Renn, 2004) and an expression of social identity 
(Wijeyesinghe, 2001). The racial categories included in the United States census form 
reflect a social definition of race and are not an attempt to define race biologically, 
anthropologically, or genetically (U.S. Census, 2010).  
Racial ancestry. Racial ancestry refers to the classification of the race(s) of one’s 
mother and father when given the following options: Asian, Black or African American, 
Hispanic or Latino, Native American, White, Biracial or Multiracial, Unknown, and 
Other (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
Racial identity. Racial identity is the way individuals choose to describe their 
own race. Patterns of racial identity include the following: monoracial identity, multiple 
monoracial identity, multiracial identity, extraracial identity, and situational identity 
(Renn, 2004). 
Situational Identity. Situational Identity is one of Renn’s patterns of multiracial 
identity. Students who display the Situational Identity pattern consciously or 
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unconsciously shift their racial identification and choose to identify in more than one of 
the other four patterns at different times (Renn, 2004). 
Conceptual Framework 
 The conceptual framework for this study is illustrated by the following diagram: 
 
This model hypothesizes a relationship between college students’ choice of racial 
identity and their racial ancestry, physical appearance, cultural attachment, and other 













     
social identities are four of eight factors identified by Wijeyesinghe (2001) that influence 
mixed race individuals’ racial identity. These four factors are latent variables in the 
proposed model. The way mixed race college students choose to describe their own race, 
or their racial identity, may fall into one of five patterns described by Renn (2004): 
monoracial identity, multiple monoracial identity, multiracial identity, extraracial 
identity, and situational identity. 
Summary 
Race is socially constructed, so racial categories and the concept of mixed race 
are unstable and impermanent. According to 2010 Census data, the number of people 
who identify as mixed race is increasing in the United States, and there is an emergent 
awareness of this phenomenon in the social consciousness of the United States. This 
change in demographics is reflected in the population of students in higher education. 
However, the current literature about student development reflects a discourse shaped by 
the perceptions and experiences of monoracial students, and the lack of focused 
exploration of the intersections of multiple racial identities on identity development limits 
much prior research about student development.  
This study aimed to identify the factors that influence mixed race college 
students’ choice of racial identity. Also, this study explored whether or not there are any 
differences among each of the racial identity groups’ perceptions of institutional support 
for multiracial college students. The goal of this research was to improve student affairs 
professionals’ understanding of racial identity development, so all students may be better 
served.  
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this chapter is to define key terms, summarize previous research 
about mixed race identity development, demonstrate the need for a quantitative study of 
the racial identity development of mixed race college students, and establish a theoretical 
framework for the current study. This chapter is divided into six sections: (a) Race and 
Racial Identity Defined, (b) the Evolution of Research about Mixed Race Identity 
Development, (c) Pivotal Research about Mixed Race Identity Development, (d) 
Freedom to Identify, (e) Institutional Practices Regarding Mixed Race College Students, 
and (f) Theoretical Framework. 
Race and Racial Identity Defined 
Race as a social construct.  Mixed race people challenged society’s traditional 
notions and assumptions about race because they cannot be easily place into any of 
society’s preexisting racial categories (Shih, Bonam, Sanchez, & Peck, 2007). 
Additionally, controversy surrounds how mixed race individuals identify themselves. For 
example, mixed race groups have asserted the need for a multiracial category (Gaskins, 
1999). Conversely, prominent civil rights activists have argued against the creation of a 
separate category for mixed race people to maintain minority numbers and preserve 
political influence (Rockquemore, & Brunsma, 2002). 
Race and ethnicity are not precise terms. These words do not identify precise 
categories of meaning, and neither are their categories precise categories (Yanow, 2003). 
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Race is a socially constructed concept, and “racial classification is an extremely arbitrary 
cultural construct that is not scientifically valid” (Payne, 2001, p. 145). There is abundant 
genetic variation in all populations, even in relatively small ones, and the differences 
among these small groups are insignificant when compared to differences within the 
major groups called races (Payne, 2001). In other words, because there is greater genetic 
variation within racial groups than between racial groups, there is no statistically 
significant genetic difference among the socially constructed races. As Shih, Bonam, 
Sanchez, and Peck (2007) stated, “racial categories are arbitrary, subjective, and 
ultimately meaningless in any biological sense” (p. 125). 
 Therefore, the racial and ethnic categories used in the United States (U.S.) today 
are social constructions created by U.S. citizens to bring order and sense to the human 
experience. In academia—particularly among the social sciences, including 
anthropology, sociology, ethnic studies, and political science—it has become 
commonplace to speak of race and ethnicity and their specific categories (e.g., African 
American, Asian American, Native American) as socially constructed concepts. That is, 
race and ethnicity are perceived and understood to be “human inventions, created to 
impose some sense of order on the surrounding social world, often for political purposes” 
(Yanow, 2003, p. 212). Payne (2001) noted that “race is an arbitrary label that is wrapped 
in pseudoscientific doctrine to legitimize socioeconomic and political power” (p. 144). 
Despite the common recognition of race as a socially constructed concept, race and racial 
categorization are used as if they were fixed, stable, and scientifically grounded in many 
areas of the contemporary administration of public policies (Yanow, 2003). In fact, 
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according to Rockquemore and Brunsma, “racial identity is malleable, rooted in both 
macro and micro social processes, and it has structurally and culturally defined 
parameters” (2002, p. 115). 
According to Helms, racial identity refers to a sense of group or collective 
identity based on one’s perception that he or she shares a common racial heritage and 
with a particular racial group (1995). Racial identity involves a belief system regarding 
racial group membership and the quality and/or manner of this membership (Helms, 
1995). Ethnic identity is defined by Rotheram and Phinney as one’s sense of belonging to 
an ethnic group and the part of one’s thinking, perception, feelings, and behavior that is 
due to ethnic group membership (1994). Ethnic identity includes having an understanding 
of one’s own group and other groups, self-identification as a member of a group, feelings 
of belonging and commitment to a group, a sense of shared attitudes and values, and 
specific ethnic traditions and practices (Rotheram & Phinney, 1994). Racial and ethnic 
identity development is a process of coming to terms with one’s ethnic membership 
group as a main reference group (Sue & Sue, 2008). 
The importance of racial identity. According to Sue and Sue (2008), racial 
identity may help preserve the individual from the potentially negative impact of 
prejudice and discrimination in society, and it has been shown to result in greater 
psychological functioning among ethnic minorities (2008). Also, ethnic identity has been 
linked to wellness, self-esteem, adjustment, and pro-social behavior (Sue & Sue, 2008). 
Monoracial identity development models, including Cross’ 1971 Model of Black 
Identity Development and Helm’s 1984 Model of White Identity Development, have 
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contributed to the development of models of multiracial identity (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
Additionally, the work of Poston and Kich on biracial identity development during the 
1990s has laid a foundation for the study of multiracial identity development (Renn, 
2004).  
The Evolution of Research about Mixed Race Identity Development 
In 1937, Stonequist introduced the first model of biracial identity development, the 
Marginal Person Model, which assumed that the identity development of mixed race 
people is problematic and marginalized. Expressing mixed race identities was once 
thought to lead to conflict, confusion, or maladjustment (Stonequist, 1937). Everett 
Verner Stonequist, an American Sociologist perhaps best known for his 1937 book, The 
Marginal Man, asserted: 
The marginal person is poised in the psychological uncertainty between two (or 
more) social worlds; reflecting in his soul the discords and harmonies, repulsions 
and attractions of these worlds...within which membership is implicitly if not 
explicitly based upon birth or ancestry...and where exclusion removes the 
individual from a system of group relations. (p.8) 
In contrast, the concept mixed race has evolved to be considered a legitimate 
racial identity. Furthermore, identifying as mixed race is now considered to be a right of 
mixed race people (Root, 1994). Maria Root, a clinical psychologist and scholar of 
multiracial identity, wrote the “Bill of Rights for People of Mixed Heritage,” which 
affirms the following: 
I have the right… 
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Not to justify my existence in this world.  
Not to keep the races separate within me.  
Not to justify my ethnic legitimacy.  
Not to be responsible for people’s discomfort with my physical or ethnic 
 ambiguity. 
 I have the right… 
To identify myself differently than strangers expect me to identify.  
To identify myself differently than how my parents identify me.  
To identify myself differently than my brothers and sisters.  
To identify myself differently in different situations.  
I have the right… 
To create a vocabulary to communicate about being multiracial or multiethnic.  
To change my identity over my lifetime--and more than once.  
To have loyalties and identification with more than one group of people.  
To freely choose whom I befriend and love. (1994) 
Root’s affirmation of mixed race identity is a stark contrast to Stonequist’s description of 
the marginal man. 
Research about mixed race individuals has experienced a substantial revolution 
during the past century. Researchers have taken three types of approaches toward 
understanding multiracial identity: (a) the problem approach, (b) the equivalent approach, 
and (c) the variant approach (Shih, & Sanchez, 2005). 
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Problem Approach. Before the mid-twentieth century, during an era of prevalent 
racial inequality in United States history, the initial work on biracial identity regarded it 
as problematic (Thornton, 1996). Early theories tended to predict negative outcomes 
resulting from a mixed race heritage (Johnson, 1992). Early scholars of mixed race 
identity offered the model of the marginal man, an individual who was caught between 
two cultures but not a member of either (Stonequist, 1937). Mixed race individuals have 
minority status within larger society in the United States and also within the minority 
community, which may not perceive them to be a full member (Johnson, 1992). The 
marginal man was described as susceptible to rejection, isolation, and stigmatization not 
only from the dominant group but also from the minority groups in society (Shih, & 
Sanchez, 2005). For example, mixed race individuals of Asian and White descent in the 
United States experienced discrimination from the dominant White society but also from 
the Asian community (Root, 1996). Scholars labeled this phenomenon dual minority 
status (Shih, & Sanchez, 2005).  
Traditional research about mixed race individuals has focused on examining the 
difficulty mixed race individuals confront while defining a racial identity. Researchers 
have predicted that this identity confusion would lead to negative psychological 
outcomes, such as lower self-esteem, lower academic performance, and poor peer 
relations (Shih, & Sanchez, 2005). The marginal man theories focused on the deficits and 
problems associated with having a multiracial background, and researchers have 
identified this approach as the problem approach (Thornton, 1996). As a result of having 
marginal status, the marginal man was deemed to be more susceptible to negative 
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psychological outcomes, including inferiority complex, hypersensitivity, and moodiness 
(Stonequist, 1937). The research conducted early in the twentieth century usually 
involved clinical populations, so this approach generally depicted a negative archetype 
and predicted negative psychological consequences for mixed race individuals (Shih, & 
Sanchez, 2005). 
Equivalent Approach. After 1970, there was a significant shift in the perspective 
researchers used to understand mixed race identity, which reflected the changing climate 
of race-related politics in the United States (Root, 1996). By this time, antimiscegenation 
laws had been repealed, and there was an increase in racial pride because of the civil 
rights movement (Shih, & Sanchez, 2005). The number of scholars with mixed race 
heritage studying mixed race identity had also increased (Root, 1996). These 
circumstances influenced a transformation in the perspective used to understand mixed 
race identity, and researchers began to adopt more positive perspectives toward mixed 
race identity (Shih, & Sanchez, 2005). Using the equivalent approach, researchers 
assumed that monoracial and multiracial individuals were equivalent and that they 
experienced the same process of racial identity development (Thornton, 1996). 
Researchers, such as Cross (1987), applied models of general racial identity development 
to describe the identity development process of mixed race individuals (Shih, & Sanchez, 
2005).  
However, other researchers soon argued that these theories were inadequate for 
describing identity development for mixed race individuals and criticized these models 
because they did not account for the possibility of being able to identify with multiple 
24 
     
groups (Poston, 1990). The equivalent models of racial identity development were 
inadequate. These models could not fully describe the experiences of mixed race 
individuals, even for those who self-identify monoracially, because they failed to 
recognize issues that mixed race individuals experience before establishing their own 
racial identity (Shih, & Sanchez, 2005). 
Variant Approach. Contemporary research has shifted towards an approach that 
provides a framework for understanding  mixed race identity (Shih, & Sanchez, 2005). 
The variant approach views mixed race identity as a unique category, separate from any 
monoracial category (Thornton, 1996). Following this approach, researchers have 
proposed racial identity development models that are specific to individuals with mixed 
race backgrounds (Poston, 1990; Wijeyesinghe, 2001; Renn, 2004). Poston (1990) and 
Root (1990) were the first researchers to publish models of the development of healthy 
mixed race identity (Renn, 2008).  
Although various models of mixed race identity development differed in their 
descriptions of the developmental process, these models shared some common elements. 
Proposed models of mixed race identity development included a stage through which 
mixed race individuals felt great tension and conflict about their racial identity, and they 
may have felt forced to choose a racial identity from their component identities (Shih, & 
Sanchez, 2005). Researchers theorized that the final stage in the racial identity 
development process includes acceptance, appreciation, integration, and valuing all parts 
of their mixed race identity (Shih, & Sanchez, 2005). As mixed race individuals 
progressed through the stages of their racial identity development, they encountered 
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unique challenges that may have impacted their probability of reaching this final stage 
(Shih, & Sanchez, 2005). These challenges included: conflict between one’s own identity 
and the identity imposed by society (Nakashima, 1992), forced-choice dilemmas 
involving the need to pick one identity over another (Nakashima, 1992), the need to 
justify their choice of identity to themselves and to society (Gaskins, 1999), conflicting 
messages about race from family and community (Piskacek, & Golub, 1973), double 
rejection from both dominant and minority groups (Poston, 1990; Root, 1996), and lack 
of role models (Renn, 2000).  
Pivotal Research about Mixed Race Identity Development 
During the 1990s, two factors, the increasing number of mixed race students and 
the close study of individual identity groups by student development researchers, 
converged to stimulate interest in understanding the experiences and identities of mixed 
race students (Renn, 2008). Renn (2008) noted a shift from linear models that mirrored 
predominant minority identity development models (Cross, 1995; Helms, 1995) to 
ecological models (Root, 1998; Wijeyesinghe, 2001; Renn, 2003, 2004) that explain 
factors contributing to identity development.  
Poston. Poston argued that existing models of racial identity development (Cross, 
1987; Morten, & Atkinson, 1983) were insufficient for explaining the racial identity 
development of mixed race, specifically biracial, individuals (1990). Poston proposed a 
model for biracial identity development, which suggests that individuals pass through a 
series of five stages: (1) personal identity, (2) choice of group categorization, (3) 
enmeshment/denial, (4) appreciation, and (5) integration (1990). 
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In the personal identity stage, young children possess a personal identity that is 
somewhat independent to a racial reference group. Children’s ethnic group identity is 
becoming salient, and they realize that they are racial beings. In the second stage, choice 
of group categorization, biracial individuals are confronted by a crisis that causes them to 
feel forced to choose a racial identity. Based on status factors, such as group status of 
parents’ ethnic backgrounds, social support factors, such as parental and familial 
acceptance, and personal factors, such as physical appearance and cultural knowledge, an 
individual chooses either a multicultural existence that includes either both parents’ 
heritage groups or a dominant culture from one of their backgrounds. This stage is 
characterized by feelings of alienation and isolation. 
By the time individuals have moved to the next stage, biracial individuals have 
chosen an identity, usually preferring one of their component identities. The stage of 
enmeshment and denial is characterized by feelings of guilt because individuals have 
chosen an identity that does not fully reflect their background. This guilt may lead to 
anger, shame, or self-hatred. Resolution of the feelings of guilt and anger is necessary to 
move beyond this stage. In the next stage, appreciation, individuals learn about all 
aspects of their backgrounds, broadening their racial reference group and sometimes 
choosing to identify with one group more than others. 
Finally, biracial individuals reach the fourth stage, integration, in which they feel 
a sense of wholeness and are able to recognize the value of all of their component 
identities. Integration promotes positive mental health, and individuals who reach this 
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stage of identity development are able to resolve the negative outcomes associated with 
the previous stages (Poston, 1990). 
Poston’s model suggested that all biracial individuals will experience some 
conflict and subsequent periods of maladjustment during the identity development 
process (Milville, Constantine, Baysden, & So-Lloyd, 2005). While Poston’s model 
resembled earlier theories of racial identity development (Cross, 1987; Morten, & 
Atkinson, 1983), his model acknowledged the difference between monoracial and 
multiracial identities to explain the biracial experience. An emphasis on societal racism 
as a factor in the lives of people of color, which was present in the models presented by 
Cross and Morten and Atkinson, was missing from Poston’s model, but later theorists 
would reintroduce this element (Renn, 2008).  Also, Poston’s model also failed to include 
the possibility of multiple healthy racial identity outcomes for the range of mixed race 
people, and this exclusion formed the basis of future research by other scholars who 
observed an array of healthy identities of mixed race individuals (Renn, 2008).  
Kich. In 1992, Kich proposed a three-stage model of biracial identity 
development in which individuals progress from the dissonance of choosing a monoracial 
identity toward the adoption of an integrated biracial identity as a function of age. These 
stages were called: (1) awareness of differentness and dissonance, (2) struggle for 
acceptance, and (3) self-acceptance and assertion (Kich, 1992). Between the ages of 
three and 10, biracial individuals are in the awareness of differentness and dissonance 
stage, in which they experience incongruent feelings between the self-perceptions and 
external perceptions. During the second stage, usually between eight years of age and 
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adulthood, biracial individuals struggle for social acceptance and self-acceptance. Finally, 
during late adolescence or young adulthood, biracial individuals fully internalize a 
bicultural and biracial identity. 
Kerwin and Ponterotto.  Kerwin and Ponterotto’s model of biracial identity 
development also described age-based developmental stages in which individuals 
progress toward an integrated multiracial identity (1995). Unlike previous models, 
Kerwin and Ponterotto’s concept of biracial identity development acknowledged that 
there is variance in identity resolution styles, such as establishing a public racial identity 
that differs from a private one, and this variance is influenced by personal, social, and 
environmental factors (Milville, Constantine, Baysden, & So-Lloyd, 2005). This model 
of biracial identity development also differed from previous models because it recognized 
that biracial individuals may experience being excluded from minority groups as well as 
from White groups (Milville, Constantine, Baysden, & So-Lloyd, 2005).  
Kerwin and Ponterotto’s model of biracial identity development included the 
following six stages: (1) preschool, (2) entry to school, (3) preadolescence, (4) 
adolescence, (5) college/young adulthood, and (6) adulthood (1995). Before the age of 
five, in the preschool stage, biracial children begin to recognize similarities and 
differences in physical appearance. Among other factors, this awareness is influenced by 
parents’ attitudes toward and discussions of racial issues and exposure to racially diverse 
people inside and outside the home. 
In the next stage, during entry to school, biracial children begin to develop 
descriptive terms to define themselves. As in the previous stage, children negotiate the 
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entry to school stage in a variety of ways, depending attitudes in the school environment, 
availability of role models, and parental perceptions and discussions about race. In the 
preadolescent stage, biracial children’s sense of self as a racial being becomes more 
complex as they become aware that social group affiliation is defined by factors such as 
skin tone, physical appearance, ethnicity, and religion. Increased awareness of one’s own 
racial group memberships and parents’ varied racial group memberships is heightened by 
environmental factors, such as exposure to racism or entering either a more integrated or 
more segregated environment for the first time. 
As biracial children enter adolescence, which may be the most challenging stage 
for biracial youth, they encounter pressures to identify with one racial group over 
another, usually the group represented by the parent of color. In the college/young 
adulthood stage, biracial individuals may continue to be immersed in a monoracial group. 
However, these individuals begin to recognize advantages and disadvantages of having a 
biracial heritage. As biracial individuals develop a more secure identity within this stage, 
they have a greater ability to reject pressures and expectations from others and to develop 
a more balanced biracial identity. 
The final stage of Kerwin and Ponterotto’s (1995) model, adulthood, is a lifelong 
stage that involves continuing efforts to integrate the many aspects that form one’s racial 
identity. This stage is characterized by a continued interest in and exploration of race and 
culture. Biracial individuals who reach the adulthood stage are integrated and balanced. 
Root. Root noted that a limitation of prior research about mixed race identity 
development was the assumption that a fully integrated biracial or multiracial identity is 
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the desired end state (Root, 1998). In 1990, Root proposed four potentially positive 
resolutions of mixed race identity development: (a) acceptance of the identity society 
assigns, (b) identification with both racial groups, (c) identification with a single racial 
group, and (d) identification as a new racial group. Root’s research accounted for the 
impact of racism on racial identity development and introduced the option of a new 
identity group: biracial or multiracial (1990). Root also proposed that a mixed race 
individual may self-identify in more than one way and move fluidly among multiple 
identities (1990). Root’s model has “opened the door for the emergence of empirically 
derived, nonlinear models of identity development in mixed race students” (Renn, 2008, 
p. 16). 
Freedom to Identify 
Although there are many different theories as to how mixed race individuals 
develop a racial identity (Poston, 1990; Kich, 1992; Kerwin & Ponterotto, 1995), Root’s 
(1996, 2002) theory stressed that, given a diversity of personal experiences, not all mixed 
race people will accept a multiracial identity. Some experience social interactions that 
warrant the adoption of a multiracial label, while others choose to identify monoracially. 
Simply belonging to multiple racial groups does not guarantee that mixed race 
individuals will psychologically identify with all of those groups (Binning, Unzueta, Huo, 
& Molina, 2009). Binning, Unzueta, Huo, & Molina (2009) illustrated this point by 
stating: “Individuals’ awareness of their racial lineage might be distinct from the way 
they psychologically interpret their multiple group memberships” (p. 38). 
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The psychological implications for mixed race individuals who choose to identify 
muliracially versus monoracially are unclear. For example, some studies suggests that 
individuals who identify multiracially, compared to their monoracial-identifying 
counterparts, are more likely to experience negative social outcomes, such as increased 
problem behaviors, and psychological outcomes, like low self-esteem (Binning, Unzueta, 
Huo, & Molina, 2009). However, it should be noted that Shih and Sanchez (2005) 
reviewed qualitative and quantitative empirical research examining mixed race 
individuals’ identity development, depression, problem behaviors, peer relationships, 
school performance, and self-esteem, and they found support for detrimental outcomes 
only in studies sampling clinical populations while studies on nonclinical samples found 
that mixed race individuals tend to be as well-adjusted as their monoracial peers on most 
psychological outcomes. In fact, some studies suggested that multiracial individual 
experience equal and sometimes better outcomes than their monoracial peers. For 
example, Sanchez and Shin (2005) found that mixed race individuals reported 
significantly higher levels of self-esteem than monoracial White individuals and 
marginally significantly higher levels of self-esteem than monoracial minority 
individuals. Also, studies conducted by Herman (2004) and Bracey, Bamaca, and 
Umana-Taylor (2004) found that there were no significant differences in the scores on the 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale when they compared mixed race adolescents with their 
monoracial majority peers. Therefore, the conflicting results of contemporary research 
yield an uncertain depiction of the psychological implications of mixed race identity. 
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However, research about providing mixed race individuals with the freedom to 
choose their own racial identity, whether multiracial or monoracial, is less ambiguous. 
There is evidence that choice of racial identification influences identity development 
processes and self-esteem (Shih, Bonam, Sanchez, & Peck, 2007; Suzuki-Crumley & 
Hyers, 2004; Shih & Sanchez, 2005). Being able to choose to identify with more than one 
race has positive psychological outcome, such as higher self-esteem, higher efficacy of 
possible selves, and lower stereotype vulnerability, which are related to higher academic 
achievement (Binning et al., 2009; Shih et al., 2007; Shih & Sanchez, 2004; Townsend et 
al., 2009). Also, research demonstrated negative consequences of constraining mixed race 
individuals’ expression of their chosen racial identity, including lower subsequent 
motivation and self-esteem (Townsend, Markus, & Bergsieker, 2009). 
When given the freedom to identify multiracially rather than being forced to 
identify with only one racial category, mixed race individuals perceived less conflict with 
and distance from their racial identity, and they displayed higher levels of psychological 
adjustment (Bean & Lee, 2009). Recent research demonstrated the positive benefits that 
accrue when mixed race individuals are free to claim their mixed race backgrounds 
(Townsend, Markus, & Bersieker, 2009; Binning, Unzueta, Huo, & Molina, 2009). For 
example, mixed race individuals who identify with more than one racial group reported 
equal or higher levels of psychological well-being and social engagement than mixed 
race individuals who identify with a single racial group (Binning, Unzueta, Huo, & 
Molina, 2009). Specifically, participants who identified with multiple racial groups 
reported significantly lower stress levels relative to individuals who identified with only 
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one racial group (Binning, Unzueta, Huo, & Molina, 2009). Individuals who identified 
with multiple racial groups also reported lower levels of alienation relative to those who 
identified with a high-status racial group (Binning, Unzueta, Huo, & Molina, 2009). 
These results indicated that identification with multiple groups or a multiracial category 
is associated with positive outcomes for mixed race individuals’ psychological well-being 
and social engagement.  
Furthermore, research suggested that “having one’s valued identities neglected or 
ignored can be a threatening experience” (Binning, Unzueta, Huo, & Molina, 2009, p. 
45). Faced with such a threat to their multiracial status, mixed race individuals could 
choose to simply “pass” as monoracial (Binning, Unzueta, Huo, & Molina, 2009, p. 45). 
Binning, Unzueta, Huo, and Molina described frame switching as the ability to shift 
among different cultures’ ways of perceiving the world with relative ease, and they 
suggested that those individuals who explicitly adopted multiple group memberships 
have higher levels of perceived compatibility between their identities and thus are 
particularly adept frame-switchers (2009). The ability to frame-switch may translate into 
the ability to better navigate racially diverse situations, which may lead to beneficial 
consequences for psychological and social outcomes (Binning, Unzueta, Huo, & Molina, 
2009).  
Institutional Practices Regarding Mixed Race College Students 
Too often, institutional practices do not promote or accommodate biracial or 
multiracial identities (Townsend, Markus, & Bergsieker, 2009). Colleges and universities 
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with monoracial cultural centers pose a challenge for mixed race students (Roper & 
McAloney, 2010). Roper and McAloney asked student affairs professionals: 
Are we asking students to choose which part of themselves they are going to 
identify during their time at the college or university? Are we asking students to 
deny a part of themselves in order to identify with another part? Are we allowing 
biracial students to be their whole selves? How does this current design for the 
delivery of cultural programs and services help with the students’ identity 
development? This is a critical period in which students learn about themselves 
and their identity…What are biracial students learning through monoracial 
cultural centers, and what are we teaching students about our view of the world? 
(2010, p. 2) 
Roper and McAloney advocated for student affairs leaders to rethink the structure of 
cultural programs and services at colleges and universities to ensure that they were 
inclusive of the needs of mixed race students (2010).  
Theoretical Framework 
Chickering’s Theory of Psychosocial Identity Development. Arthur 
Chickering’s Theory of Psychosocial Identity Development (1993) proposes seven 
developmental vectors that contribute to the formation of a student’s identity. Chickering 
used vectors to describe a student’s development rather than stages because vectors may 
interact with one another. Also, each vector has direction and magnitude. While students 
move through each vector and the vectors build upon one another, they are not rigidly 
sequential. Instead, students may experience multiple vectors at once rather than having 
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to resolve one before moving on to the other. Students move through vectors throughout 
their college years at different rates and may return to vectors as they reassess previously 
examined issues. As the issues related to each vector are addressed, vectors build on each 
other, leading to greater complexity, stability, and integration (Evans, Forney, & Guido-
DiBrito, 1998).  
Chickering’s Theory of Psychosocial Identity Development considered 
intellectual, interpersonal and ethical aspects of development. Chickering and Reisser’s 
seven vectors provided a comprehensive overview of psychosocial development during 
the college years (1993). The vectors of this theory are as follows: (a) developing 
competence, (b) managing emotions, (c) moving through autonomy toward 
interdependence, (d) developing mature interpersonal relationships, (e) establishing 
identity, (f) developing purpose, and (g) developing integrity (Chickering & Reisser, 
1993). This study utilizes the fifth vector, establishing identity, to convey the importance 
of racial identity development within college student development. 
According to Chickering, educational environments have a substantial impact on 
student development. Chickering identified seven key factors: (a) institutional objectives, 
(b) institutional size, (c) student-faculty relationships, (d) curriculum, (e) teaching, (f) 
friendship and student communities, and (g) student development programs and services 
(Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998). These factors influence a student development 
and the rate of progression through each of Chickering’s seven vectors. 
The following diagram offers a visual representation of Chickering’s Theory of 
Psychosocial Identity Development: 
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 Establishing identity. This vector is the most salient to this study. Establishing 
identity focuses on the development of a stable, realistic, positive self-image. Knowing 
one’s self and the attitudes towards one’s self is important in establishing identity. The 
development of identity includes the following: (a) comfort with body and appearance, 
(b) comfort with gender and sexual orientation, (c) sense of self in a social, historical, and 
cultural context, (d) clarification of self-concept through roles and life-style, (e) sense of 
self in response to feedback from valued others, (f) self-acceptance and self-esteem, and 
(g) personal stability and integration (Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p. 49).  
According to Chickering and Reisser, establishing identity includes reflecting on 
one’s family of origin and ethnic heritage, defining self as a part of a religious or cultural 
tradition, and seeing self within a social and historical context (1993). Also, establishing 
identity involves gaining a sense of how one is seen and evaluated by others (Chickering 
& Reisser, 1993). Identity includes being comfortable with one’s physical self, gender, 
and sexual orientation as well as a sense of cultural heritage, strong self-concept, self-
acceptance, and self-esteem, particularly with regards to feedback from others 
(Chickering, 1969). 
Establishing a stable identity is the central task of Chickering’s theory, and the 
most critical developmental task during collegiate years. While identity development 
continues throughout an individual’s life, establishing identity is essential for future 
growth and development across all vectors for college students (Chickering & Reisser, 
1993). 
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Wijeyesinghe’s Factor Model of Multiracial Identity. Despite the lack of 
research about multiracial identity development of students in higher education and 
student affairs, there has been research on this topic in the disciplines of counseling and 
psychology. In 2001, Wijeyesinghe reported that “multiracial identity is the newest 
chapter in the evolving field of racial identity development” (p. 129). Monoracial identity 
development models, including Cross’ 1971 Model of Black Identity Development and 
Helm’s 1984 Model of White Identity Development, have contributed to the development 
of models of multiracial identity (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). Additionally, the work of Poston 
and Kich on biracial identity development established a foundation for the study of 
multiracial identity development (Renn, 2004). The study of mixed race people and their 
experiences related to racial identity contributes to the larger field of racial identity 
development (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). As Wijeyesinghe (2001) stated, “Multiracial people 
and identity will continue to influence the larger field of racial identity development and 
the understanding of race in American society” (p. 148). 
Charmaine Wijeyesinghe’s Factor Model of Multiracial Identity (FMMI) serves 
as the theoretical framework of this study. The FMMI was developed from a qualitative 
study of multiracial (Black/White) adults. Participants in the study chose a range of racial 
identities, including Black, White, and Multiracial. Additionally, participants varied in 
age, gender, life experiences, and socioeconomic class. Factors were defined as helping 
agents to understanding the experiences of mixed race people and their choices of racial 
identity (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). It should be noted that many factors have an overlapping 
relationship.  
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An individual’s choice of racial identity is influenced by eight factors: (a) 
physical appearance, (b) racial ancestry, (c) cultural attachment, (d) early experience and 
socialization, (e) political awareness and orientation, (f) spirituality, (g) other social 
identities, and (h) social and historical context (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). For example, 
persons who identify as multiracial may base their racial identity mainly on his racial 
ancestry, early socialization, and physical experiences. In contrast, other persons who 
identify monoracially may base their identity on her physical appearance and current 
political and cultural orientations. This study explores racial identity development of 
college students by examining four of Wijeyesinghe’s factors: (a) racial ancestry, (b) 





























     
Racial ancestry. Racial ancestry is defined as the racial groups reflected in an 
individual’s ancestors (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). Some people who identify as multiracial 
base their identity in large part on the racial makeup of their families. However, 
multiracial people who choose monoracial identities may rely on racial ancestry to a 
lesser degree, if at all, then establishing their racial identity. For example, participants in 
Wijeyesinghe’s study who identified as Black acknowledged and appreciated their White 
ancestry and the experiences they had in relation to it. However they felt it had little 
relevance to their day-to-day lives since they looked Black, lived as Black people, and 
felt a strong connection to Black culture. 
Physical appearance. Physical appearance creates a strong context in which 
mixed race people choose their racial identities. Wijeyesinghe (2001) stated, 
“Characteristics such as skin color and tone, hair color and texture, eye color and shape, 
size and shape of facial features, and body structure  are used by the general public and 
society to make assumptions about people’s racial ancestry, racial group membership , 
and racial identity” (p. 140). Some mixed race people are assumed to be monoraical if 
they have physical characteristics attributed by society to single racial groups, while other 
mixed race people have physical characteristics that appear inconsistent with, or span 
societal definitions of, who belongs to what racial group based on appearance 
(Wijeyesinghe, 2001). This perceived physical ambiguity often underlies the question, 
“What are you?” familiar to many mixed race people (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
Physical appearance can often facilitate mixed race people’s acceptance within 
particular racial communities, especially when their chosen racial identities are consistent 
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with the racial groups ascribed to them by others based on physical appearance 
(Wijeyesinghe, 2001). While appearance can result in acceptance, it can also cause 
rejection or frustration when physical characteristics restrict choice of racial identity. 
While mixed race people are often assumed to look “like people of color” or “racial 
minorities,” as a group they reflect great diversity in appearance and include individuals 
who both appear to be or who identify as White (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
In summary, physical appearance can support some mixed race people’s choice of 
racial identity and facilitate their acceptance into a particular racial community. For 
others, appearance can lead to speculation or questions from people they encounter. 
Appearance can also create barriers for some mixed race people choosing certain racial 
identities or being seen as members of certain racial groups. 
Cultural attachment. Aspects of culture that mixed race people are exposed to in 
their past and present environments can also affect their choice of racial identity. Cultural 
experiences in childhood and throughout life can include all sides of a mixed race 
person’s ancestry or only some of them. A mixed race person’s choice of a multiracial 
identity may reflect exposure and attachment to cultural traditions that encompass all of a 
person’s racial background (Wijeyesinghe, 2001), but such experiences do not guarantee 
the choice of a multiracial identity in childhood or adulthood. For example, mixed race 
people who identify as monoracial may appreciate their diverse cultural experiences but 
feel that their current racial identity is based on cultural preferences that became more 
prominent in adulthood. 
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The relationship between cultural attachment and choice of racial identity is 
affected by at least some of the other factors represented in the FMMI. For example, 
“claiming a Black identity, based on a strong preference for Black culture, may be less of 
an option for a mixed race person who looks White than for a person who appears to be 
Black” (Wijeyeshinghe, 2001, p.140). 
Other social identities. Racial identity may reflect an integration of racial and 
nonracial social identities, such as gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and 
socioeconomic class (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). For instance, mixed race persons may not 
distinguish between race and gender when they identify as a “person of color,” but, 
“nonracial social identities may take a more prominent role than race in multiracial 
people’s current sense of self” (Wijeyesinghe, 2001, p. 143). Therefore, other social 
identities beyond race can mediate the choice of racial identity for some mixed race 
people. In some instances, immediate issues related to identity may not include race at all 
but be based on nonracial aspects of mixed race people’s experience (Wijeyesinghe, 
2001). 
Renn’s Patterns of Multiracial Identity. Additionally, Renn’s Patterns of 
Multiracial Identity provides a theoretical foundation for this study. Renn’s Patterns of 
Multiracial Identity was developed from a qualitative study of 56 college students. 
According to Renn, mixed race college students chose one or more of the following 
identities: (a) monoracial identity, (b) multiple monoracial identities, (c) multiracial 
identities, (d) extraracial identity, and (e) situational identity (2004). 
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Monoracial Identity. Students who identify in the Monoracial Identity category 
are those students who some or all of the time identify with only one of their monoracial 
heritage groups (Renn, 2004). These students stand in contrast to those who identify with 
two or more heritage groups in the Multiple Monoracial Identities pattern. For example, a 
Monoracial Identity student with one Asian and one White parent might identify 
exclusively as Asian, or he might identify sometimes as Asian and sometimes as Mixed. 
Another Asian-White mixed race student who identifies sometimes as Asian, sometimes 
as White, and sometimes as Mixed would be in the Multiple Monoracial Identities 
pattern. Most often, students in Renn’s study identified with the heritage of a parent of 
color rather than a White parent (Renn, 2004). 
Multiple Monoracial Identity. Students who identify as “both x and y” or “half x 
and half y” are classified in the Multiple Monoracial Identities pattern (Renn, 2004). In 
Renn’s study, most of these students also identified at times as multiracial, some were in 
the Extraracial Identity pattern, and many identified Situationally according to 
interactions in the immediate environment. Students in the Multiple Monoracial Identities 
pattern were “those with ‘both feet in both worlds,’ who engaged both (or all) of their 
heritages on a regular basis” (Renn, 2004, p. 124). These students identify with more than 
one heritage, and when one of those heritages is White, they often identify with a specific 
national, cultural, or ethnic group rather than simply as White (Renn, 2004). 
Multiracial Identity. Multiracial Identity comes with a wide array of self-labels 
that represent a non-monoracial construct (Renn, 2004). Students in the Multiracial 
Identity pattern “identify some or all of the time outside the standard monoracial 
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conception of race in the United States” (Renn, 2004, p. 156). Taking on a “border” 
identity, these students asserted an identity beyond the category of “Other,” which is 
often encountered on standardized forms (Renn, 2004). Renn (2004) stated that “to be 
hapa, biracial, multiracial, mixed, mestiza (some use more controversial terms such as 
mutt or mulatto/a) was to be of a new identity construction, one that was often self-
generated and proudly claimed” (p. 156). For students who fit in the Multiracial Identity 
pattern, the notion of self as existing outside the monoracial paradigm is critical to 
personal identity (Renn, 2004). 
Extraracial Identity. Students in the Extraracial Identity pattern includes those 
who choose not to identify along the lines of U.S. racial categories as well as those who 
do not subscribe to the construction of racialized identities (Renn, 2004). Fewer students 
fit this identity pattern than any other (Renn, 2004). It should be noted that no student in 
Renn’s study identified exclusively in this patter; they all identified in at least one other 
(2004). She stated, “Given the ubiquity of racial construction in the United States and on 
college campuses, it is not surprising that the majority of participants in these studies of 
racial identity do not see Extraracial Identity as either a viable or desirable identity 
pattern; attention to individual traits and peer culture is especially important in examining 
this identity pattern to see how some students came to identify this way” (Renn, 2004, p. 
194). 
Situational Identity. The Situational Identity pattern is comprised of those 
students who identify in more than one of the other four patterns: Monoracial Identity, 
Multiple Monoracial Identities, Multiracial Identity, and Extraracial Identity (Renn, 
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2004). Situation Identity involves “the conscious or unconscious shifting of racial 
identification” (Renn, 2004, p. 220). Principle characteristics of this pattern are that 
individuals consider identity to be fluid and contextual, and they assume different 
identities as different times (Renn, 2004). In Renn’s study, there was not a minimum or 
maximum duration for an identity shift to consider it situation rather than a fundamental 
change in identity pattern. A student’s identity might shift several times in the course of a 
day, in a week, or in some longer period of time. Situational Identity involves a context-
dependent alteration of self-identification and involves some kind of public deployment 
of multiple identity patterns (Renn, 2004). 
Summary 
 Race is a socially constructed concept. Therefore, racial identity is malleable, 
influenced by social and cultural factors. Racial identity is important because it is 
associated with psychological functioning. Scholarly research about racial identity, 
particularly mixed race identity development, has evolved throughout the last century. 
Early models of mixed race identity development, which described the identity 
development of mixed race people as marginalized and prone to negative psychological 
consequences, have given way to theories that recognize mixed race identity as a 
legitimate racial identity. Contemporary research demonstrates positive psychological 
outcomes for mixed race individuals who have the freedom to choose their own racial 
identity. Therefore, institutional leaders, including student affairs professionals, are 
challenged to reconsider the structure of programs and services at colleges and 
universities to ensure that they are inclusive of mixed race students. The theoretical 
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framework of this study is formed by Chickering’s Theory of Psychosocial Identity 
Development, Wijeyesinghe’s Factor Model of Multiracial Identity, and Renn’s Patterns 
of Multiracial Identity. 
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 The purpose of this chapter was to describe the methods of data collection and 
analysis for this study. This chapter is divided into six sections: (a) Research Design, (b) 
Population, (c) Sample, (d) Instrumentation, (e) Data Collection Procedures, and (f) Data 
Analysis. 
Research Design 
The purpose of this study is to identify the factors that influence mixed race 
college students’ choice of racial identity. This study employed quantitative analysis 
methods of survey data.  
Research Questions.  The eight research questions that guided this study are as 
follows: 
1. Is there a relationship between questions about racial ancestry and racial 
identity? 
2. Is there a relationship between questions about physical appearance and racial 
identity? 
3. Is there a relationship between questions about cultural attachment and racial 
identity? 
4. Is there a relationship between questions about other social identities and 
racial identity? 
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5. Do the four latent constructs (i.e. racial ancestry, physical appearance, cultural 
attachment, other social identities) emerge from a factor analysis of the survey 
variables? 
6. Do ethnic identity search (a developmental and cognitive component) and 
affirmation, belonging and commitment (an affective component) emerge 
from a factor analysis of the variables from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic 
Identity Measure? 
7. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their institution’s office of 
multicultural affairs? 
8. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their institution? 
Population 
The population was mixed race students enrolled at a college or university in the 
United States.  The sample included traditional age college students (18≤ 24 at the time 
of the survey) who are mixed race (which is defined as having biological parents 
belonging to different racial groups) and enrolled as full-time students (registered for 
twelve or more credits) at an institution that is a member of the University System of 
Georgia. 
Sample 
There were 1,381 students who started the survey, and 1,215 students completed 
at least the first two sections of the survey—Section 1: Racial Ancestry and Section 2: 
Racial Identity. Respondents who used the same racial category to describe the race of 
both of their parents were eliminated from the sample because they did not fit this study’s 
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definition of mixed race. After eliminating these respondents, a total of 454 participants 
were included in this study. 
Of the 454 participants, 338 (74.4%) were female and 116 (25.6%) were male. 
The mean age of participants was 20.6 years, and the median age was 20 (n=106). The 
sample included 73 (16.1%) freshmen, 137 (30.2%) sophomores, 109 (24.1%) juniors, 99 
(21.9%) seniors, and 36 (7.9%) fifth-year students. Of the 454 participants, 60 (13.2%) 
identified as Monoracial, 179 (39.2%) identified as Multiple Monoracial, 163 (35.9%) 
identified as Multiracial, 28 (6.2%) identified Situationally, and 24 (5.3%) identified 
Extraracially. Participants included students from four different institutions in the 
University System of Georgia. Demographic information for each of the participating 













     
Table 3.1 


























4,319 22,384 25,947 8,123 60,773 
total enrollment 6,919 30,431 34,667 11,283 83,300 
number of  
multiracial students 
160 909 386 152 1,607 
percentage of  
multiracial students 




834 1,849 1,735 1,193 5,611 
percentage of  
other/undeclared 
students 
12.05 6.08 5.00 10.57 6.74 
 
Instrumentation 
This study employed a survey instrument, Survey of Multiracial Identity 
Development of College Students (Appendix A), which was created by the researcher. 
The survey included 63 multiple-choice and Likert scale questions, and it was divided 
into six sections: (a) racial ancestry, (b) racial identity, (c) physical appearance, (d) 
cultural attachment, (e) other social identities, and (f) institutional characteristics. 
Section One: Racial Ancestry. Section one, “Racial Ancestry,” includes three 
multiple-choice questions. The purpose of this section is to determine the racial heritage 
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of each participant. Participants are asked to indicate their racial ancestry, which is one of 
Wijeyesinghe’s factors, by selecting the standardized racial category that describes their 
mother, their father, and themselves. 
Section Two: Racial Identity. Section two, “Racial Identity,” aims to determine 
how participants choose to identify their own race. This section includes seven questions. 
In this portion of the survey, participants are asked to answer three multiple-choice 
questions and use a forced-choice Likert scale to describe their choice of racial identity. 
One of the questions asks participants to categorize themselves within Renn’s patterns of 
multiracial identity. 
Section Three: Physical Appearance. The third section, “Physical Appearance,” 
includes eight questions related to their physical appearance, which is one of 
Wijeyesinghe’s factors. The purpose of this section is to determine if participants’ 
physical appearance is associated with their choice of racial identity as Wijeyesinghe 
proposes. In this section of the survey, participants use a Likert scale to describe their 
physical appearance and experiences related to their racial identity. 
Section Four: Cultural Attachment. Section four, “Cultural Attachment,” 
included questions from Phinney’s 1999 Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (Appendix 
B). This section is divided into two parts, and participants are asked to indicate how 
strongly they agree or disagree with each statement regarding their mother’s ethnic group 
and their father’s ethnic. This section includes 28 questions that ask participants to 
describe their exposure and connection to cultural traditions, which has been associated 
with an individual’s choice of racial identity (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). The purpose of this 
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section is to determine if the cultural attachment of participants is associated with their 
choice of racial identity as Wijeyesinghe proposes. Participants use a Likert scale to 
indicate how strongly they agree or disagree with each statement about their cultural 
attachment.  
Section Five: Other Social Identities. In section five, “Other Social Identities,” 
there are 11 multiple-choice questions. These questions address participants’ other social 
identities, which have been associated with choice of racial identity (Wijeyesinghe, 
2001). The purpose of this section is to identify some of the participants’ other social 
identities, including gender, sexual orientation, and socioeconomic class, and to 
determine if these social identities are associated with their choice of racial identity. 
Section Six: Institutional Characteristics. Section six, “Institutional 
Characteristics,” includes nine multiple-choice questions. In this portion of the survey, 
participants are asked to describe their higher education institution and its support of 
mixed race students. The purpose of this section is to evaluate the experience of mixed 
race college students and their perceptions of institutional support. 
Survey Development: Expert Reviewers 
In addition to the dissertation committee, the survey was reviewed by five 
individuals who identified as mixed race. These expert reviewers included one 
undergraduate student, three student affairs master’s degree students, and one recent 
college graduate. After the survey was drafted, the expert reviewers were tasked with 
considering each survey item as well as the comprehensiveness of the answer categories. 
The experts were asked to provide their opinion on whether each of the survey items 
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addressed the desired construct. They were also asked to make methodological 
observations by providing feedback about the wording and format of the survey 
questions, answers, and instructions. Additionally, the expert reviewers assessed the 
amount of time it would take to complete the survey. Before participants were invited to 
complete the survey, it was revised based on the expert reviewers’ feedback. 
Data Collection Procedures 
Students from four institutions belonging to the University System of Georgia 
participated in this study. After obtaining Institutional Review Board approval from each 
of the four participating institutions, email addresses for all full-time undergraduate 
students enrolled at each institution were requested. During the spring semester of 2011, 
emails to solicit participation in this study were sent directly to each student by the 
researcher. Because some mixed race college students identified monoracially (Renn, 
2004), the invitation to participate in the study was sent to all full-time undergraduate 
students to ensure that all mixed race students were given the opportunity to participate.  
Participants were invited to complete the survey via email, and SurveyMonkey
TM
 
was used to administer the survey online. The invitation to participate in the study, which 
included a link to the survey, is available in Appendix C. After two weeks, a reminder 
email was sent inviting students to participate in the study (Appendix D). The informed 





     
Data Analysis 
 Data was analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics 19 (SPSS). The following 
quantitative methods were employed to analyze the collected data: (a) descriptive 
statistics, (b) Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test, (c) analysis of variance, (d) multinomial 
logistic regression, and (e) factor analysis. Due to the exploratory nature of this study, a 
significance level of 0.10 was used for all hypothesis tests to avoid Type II errors 
(Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). 
The following table documents the method of analysis that was employed to 















     
Table 3.2.  
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Do the four latent constructs (i.e. racial ancestry, physical 
appearance, cultural attachment, other social identities) emerge 
from a factor analysis of the survey variables? 
Factor Analysis 
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Do ethnic identity search (a developmental and cognitive 
component) and affirmation, belonging and commitment (an 
affective component) emerge from a factor analysis of the 
variables from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure? 
Factor Analysis 
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Descriptive statistics. This study employed descriptive statistics when analyzing 
the demographic information about participants. The resulting information was used to 
describe the sample, which helped create a profile of the population of college students 
whom the results of the study may apply and, therefore, directly influence the 
generalizability of the study. 
 Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test. The Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel (CMH) test is 
used for measuring the relationship between two categorical variables. The CMH test 
assesses this relationship, while controlling for one or more additional categorical 
variables (Field, 2009). The levels of the additional variables define layers or strata in the 
data set (Field, 2009). 
The null hypothesis for CMH is that there is no significant difference in the 
relationship between the two categorical variables across the strata. If the null hypothesis 
is not rejected, it is concluded that there is no significant difference in the relationship 
across the strata; a test of overall Conditional Independence is performed for the two 
categorical variables of interest (Norusis, 2008). If the CMH null hypothesis is rejected, 
then the relationship between the two categorical variables of interest is tested within 
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x and y within 
strata 
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Analysis of variance. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare 
mean responses to questions regarding perception of institutional resources and support 
for mixed race students at their college or university across combinations of racial 
categories. The null hypothesis was that there are no significant differences in the means 
across racial categories (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003).  
Multinominal logistic regression. A multinomial logistic regression was 
conducted for each survey question to determine which questions seem to have a strong 
relationship with how a student chooses to identify their race. The Monoracial identity 
pattern served as the reference category for this analysis. The null hypothesis is that all of 
the regression coefficients in the model are equal to zero (Field, 2009). In other words, 
the null hypothesis is that there is no relationship between the predictor variable, such as 
physical appearance or cultural attachment, and the outcome, racial identity. This analysis 
allowed the researcher to determine which questions are related to how often people 
choose to identify monoracially versus non-monoracially. The questions that were found 
to have a relationship with students’ choice of racial identity were used in the factor 
analysis.  
Forward stepwise selection. The forward stepwise selection method was used to 
build the regression model. This method begins with the model that would be selected by 
the forward entry method. From there, the algorithm alternates between backward 
elimination on the stepwise terms in the model and forward entry on the terms left out of 
the model (Norusis, 2008). This continues until no terms meet the entry or removal 
criteria. 
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Factor analysis. A factor is an underlying theme, a pattern, or a latent variable 
that can explain an observed phenomenon, such as the why college students choose to 
identify monoracially versus multiracially (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010). A factor analysis 
was used to identify factors that influence college students’ choice of racial identity. Four 
of Wijeyesinghe’s proposed factors—racial ancestry, physical appearance, cultural 
attachment, and other social identities—are latent variables in the conceptual framework 
model. To test this model, the null hypothesis is that the covariance matrices for the four 
latent constructs (i.e. racial ancestry, physical appearance, cultural attachment, other 
social identities) are equal when racial ancestry, physical appearance, cultural attachment, 
and other social identities are measured in the same sample of cases.  
Also, factor analysis was employed to address the research question: Do ethnic 
identity search (a developmental and cognitive component) and affirmation, belonging 
and commitment (an affective component) emerge from a factor analysis of the variables 
from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure? In this case, the null hypothesis is 
that the covariance matrices for ethnic identity search and affirmation, belonging and 
commitment are equal when they are measured in the same sample of cases. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to identify the factors that influence mixed race 
college students’ choice of racial identity. The eight research questions that guided this 
study addressed hypothesized factors that may have a relationship with a mixed race 
student’s racial identity and students’ perceptions of institutional support for mixed race 
students. The population was mixed race students enrolled at a college or university in 
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the United States.  The sample included traditional age college students (18≤ 24 at the 
time of the survey) who are mixed race (which is defined as having biological parents 
belonging to different racial groups) and enrolled as full-time students (registered for 
twelve or more credits) at an institution that is a member of the University System of 
Georgia.  
This study employed a survey instrument, Survey of Multiracial Identity 
Development of College Students (Appendix A), which was created by the researcher. 
The survey included 63 multiple-choice and Likert scale questions, and it is divided into 
six sections: (a) racial ancestry, (b) racial identity, (c) physical appearance, (d) cultural 
attachment, (e) other social identities, and (f) institutional characteristics. Data was 
collected during the spring semester of 2011. Participants were invited to complete the 
survey via email, and SurveyMonkey
TM
 was used to administer the survey online.  
Data was analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics 19 (SPSS). The following 
quantitative methods were employed to analyze the collected data: (a) descriptive 
statistics, (b) Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test, (c) analysis of variance, (d) multinomial 
logistic regression, and (e) factor analysis. Due to the exploratory nature of this study, a 
significance level of 0.10 was used for all hypothesis tests to avoid Type II errors.  
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CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter was to address the research questions that guided this 
study by examining the results. This chapter was divided into three sections: (a) Research 
Questions and Hypotheses, (b) Sample, and (c) Analysis of Research Hypotheses. 
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 The research questions and null hypotheses examined in this study were as 
follows: 
Research Question 1. Is there a relationship between questions about racial 
ancestry and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis 1.A. There is no statistically significant relationship between the 
race of a student’s mother and the racial identity of the student.  
Null hypothesis 1.B. There is no statistically significant relationship between the 
race of a student’s father and the racial identity of the student.  
Research Question 2. Is there a relationship between questions about physical 
appearance and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant relationship between physical 
appearance and racial identity. 
Research Question 3. Is there a relationship between questions about cultural 
attachment and racial identity? 
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Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant relationship between cultural 
attachment and racial identity. 
Research Question 4. Is there a relationship between questions about other social 
identities and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant relationship between other 
social identities and racial identity. 
Research Question 5. Do the four latent constructs (i.e. racial ancestry, physical 
appearance, cultural attachment, other social identities) emerge from a factor analysis of 
the survey variables? 
Null hypothesis. No latent constructs can be extracted from a factor analysis of 
the survey variables. 
Research Question 6. Do ethnic identity search (a developmental and cognitive 
component) and affirmation, belonging and commitment (an affective component) 
emerge from a factor analysis of the variables from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity 
Measure? 
Null hypothesis. No latent constructs can be extracted from a factor analysis of 
variables from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure. 
Research Question 7. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their 
institution’s office of multicultural affairs? 
Null hypothesis. There are no statistically significant differences between the 
levels of support from the office of multicultural affairs perceived by mixed race students 
of different racial identities.  
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Research Question 8. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their 
institution? 
Null hypothesis. There are no statistically significant differences between the 
levels of institutional support perceived by mixed race college students of different racial 
identities. 
Sample 
Participants included students from four different institutions in the University 
System of Georgia. Of the 454 participants, 338 (74.4%) were female and 116 (25.6%) 
were male. The mean age of participants was 20.6 years, and the median age was 20 
(n=106). The sample included 73 (16.1%) freshmen, 137 (30.2%) sophomores, 109 
(24.1%) juniors, 99 (21.9%) seniors, and 36 (7.9%) fifth-year students. Of the 454 
participants, 60 (13.2%) identified as Monoracial, 179 (39.2%) identified as Multiple 
Monoracial, 163 (35.9%) identified as Multiracial, 28 (6.2%) identified Situationally, and 
24 (5.3%) identified Extraracially.  
Analysis of Research Hypotheses 
Research Question 1. Is there a relationship between questions about racial ancestry and 
racial identity? 
 Hypotheses. 
Null hypothesis 1.A. There is no statistically significant relationship between the 
race of a student’s mother and the racial identity of the student.  
Null hypothesis 1.B. There is no statistically significant relationship between the 
race of a student’s father and the racial identity of the student.  
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Analysis. All of the variables analyzed were categorical. Therefore, the researcher 
initially planned to conduct a multinomial logistic regression to analyze the data. 
However, the researcher hypothesized that the relationship between the race of a 
student’s mother and the racial identity of the student may be influenced by the race of 
the student’s father. Similarly, the researcher hypothesized that the relationship between 
the race of a student’s father and the racial identity of the student may be influenced by 
the race of the student’s mother. If multinomial logistic regression had been used to 
address this research question for every possible combination of race of mother and race 
of father, then the accumulation of error for each analysis would have mitigated the 
significance of the results. 
To investigate whether there was a relationship between the race of a student’s 
mother or father and the racial identity of the student, the Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel 
(CMH) method of analysis was used. This method was selected because it allowed 
separate odds ratios to be calculated for each strata, which allowed the researcher to test 
null hypotheses about the odds ratios in the strata as well as estimate a pooled value for it 
(Norusis, 2008). Consequently, each independent variable (race of mother and race of 
father) was stratified, or divided into subcategories based on the race of the race of the 
other parent, to allow the researcher to analyze the relationships between the races of a 
student’s parents and a student’s choice of racial identity by using CMH. 
In this analysis, the independent variable was either the race of the mother or the 
race of the father, and the dependent variable was the racial identity of the participant. 
The race of the mother and race of father were categorical variables with the following 
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values: Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, Native American, White, 
Biracial or Multiracial, or Other. The racial identity of the participant was a categorical 
variable with the following values: Monoracial Identity, Multiple Monoracial Identities, 
Multiracial Identity, Situational Identity, or Extraracial Identity. For this analysis, the 
independent variable (race of mother or race of father) was stratified to allow for 
comparisons of the odds ratios within groups based on the race of the other parent. 
Therefore, when testing for a relationship between the race of a student’s mother and the 
racial identity of the student, the race of the father served as the stratifying variable. 
The CMH method included a series of test statistics used to analyze dichotomous 
categorical data. When there are separate odds ratios for several strata, test null 
hypotheses about the odds ratios in the strata and estimate a pooled value for it is 
calculated (Norusis, 2008). The first step of the CMH method is the Test of Homogeneity 
of the Odds Ratio, which was conducted to determine if there was a statistical difference 
between the odds ratios for each of the outcome variables (i.e. Monoracial Identity, 
Multiple Monoracial Identities, Multiracial Identity, Situational Identity, and Extraracial 
Identity) among the different strata (Norusis, 2008). The strata were the racial categories 
of the father when examining the relationship between the race of a student’s mother and 
the racial identity of the student, while the strata were the racial categories of the mother 
when examining the relationship between the race of a student’s father and the racial 
identity of the student. The null hypothesis for the Test of Homogeneity of the Odds 
Ratio was there is no significant difference among the odds ratios for the outcome 
variable among the strata. If the p-value was greater than 0.10, then the researcher failed 
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to reject the null hypothesis and concluded that there was no significant difference among 
the odds ratios for an outcome variable among the strata.  
The results of this CMH analysis are contained in the following tables. First, null 
hypothesis 1A (There is no statistically significant relationship between the race of a 
student’s mother and the racial identity of the student.) was tested. The results of the first 
step of the CMH method, Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio, are in the table below. 
Table 4.1 
Tests of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio – Race of Mother 
Race of Mother Monoracial 
Multiple 
Monoracial 
Multiracial Situational Extraracial 
Asian 0.298 0.163** 0.228 0.741 0.073* 
Black 0.094* 0.543 0.009* 0.416 0.430 
Hispanic 0.789 0.601 0.189 0.132 0.801 
Native American 0.253 0.250 0.765 . 0.064* 
White 0.025* 0.713 0.053* 0.382** 0.312 
Biracial 0.008* 0.738** 0.133** 0.949 0.027* 
Other 0.000* 0.041* 0.659 0.857 0.183 
*Significant difference among the odds ratios at the 0.10 level. See Tables 4.4 – 4.13. 
**Failed to reject null hypothesis at the 0.10 level for Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio. 
Null hypothesis for the Test of Conditional Independence was rejected. See Tables 4.2 – 4.3. 
 
If the null hypothesis for the Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio was not 
rejected, then the Test of Conditional Independence became important (Norusis, 2008). 
The null hypothesis for the Test of Conditional Independence was that the risk factor, or 
independent variable, and the event, or independent variable, are independent in all strata 
(Norusis, 2008). In other words, failing to reject the null hypothesis would lead to the 
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conclusion that there is no statistically significant relationship between the independent 
variable (i.e. race of mother or race of father) and the dependent variable (e.g. Monoracial 
Identity). Because of the exploratory nature of this study, a p-value of 0.10 was selected 
(Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). If the p-value was less than 0.10, then the null 
hypothesis was rejected and it was concluded that there is a correlation between the race 
of the mother or the father and the racial identity of the student. A summary of the results 
from the Tests of Conditional Independence for null hypothesis A is included in the 
following table. 
Table 4.2 
Tests of Conditional Independence – Race of Mother 
Race of Mother Monoracial 
Multiple 
Monoracial 
Multiracial Situational Extraracial 
Asian 0.173 0.013* 0.104 0.678 0.903 
Black 0.074* 0.326 0.541 0.228 0.517 
Hispanic 0.160 0.370 0.373 0.277 0.398 
Native American 0.819 0.161 0.249 0.415 0.420 
White 0.180 0.204 0.312 0.085* 0.805 
Biracial 0.219 0.001* 0.003* 0.418 0.607 
Other 0.475 0.887 0.481 0.817 0.301 
*See Table 4.3. Common Odds Ratios – Race of Mother 
 
If the null hypothesis for the Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio was not 
rejected and the null hypothesis for the Test of Conditional Independence was rejected, 
then the estimate of the common odds ratio was noteworthy (Norusis, 2008). If the null 
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hypothesis that all odds ratios are equal is not rejected, then the odds ratios may be 
combined into an estimate of a common odds ratio (Norusis, 2008). The odds ratio is the 
ratio of the odds of an event for one group to the odds of the same event for another 
group (Ott & Longnecker, 2001). The common odds ratio describes the strength of the 
association between two binary variables—the independent variable, such as the race of a 
student’s mother, and the independent variable, such as the Monoracial Identity pattern—
across the strata, which would be the race of the student’s father in this case.  
For example, an odds ratio equal to one indicates that the event, such as 
Monoracial Identity, is equally likely in both categories of the independent variable: 
Asian mothers and non-Asian mothers. An odds ratio greater than one signifies that an 
event is more likely to occur in the first group (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). 
Conversely, an odds ratio less than one signifies that an event is less likely to occur in the 
first group (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). For example, an odds ratio of two would 
indicate that students with Asian mothers are twice as likely to express the Monoracial 
Identity pattern than students whose mothers are not Asian. In contrast, an odds ratio of 
0.2 would mean that students with Asian mothers are less likely to identify monoracially 
than their peers with non-Asian mothers. The following table (Table 4.3) includes the 
common odds ratios for students’ choice of racial identity when the race of their mother 





     
Table 4.3 
Common Odds Ratios – Race of Mother 









2.244 0.012 1.192-4.223 
Black Monoracial 1.805 0.079 .934-3.485 




0.454 0.001 .281-.733 
Biracial Multiracial 1.831 0.005 1.206-2.780 
 
If the null hypothesis for the Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio was rejected, 
then it was concluded that there must be significant differences between the odds ratios of 
the outcome variable among the strata (Norusis, 2008). In other words, the conclusion 
was that the correlation between the race of the mother and the racial identity of the 
student varies depending on the race of the father. In this case, the results of the Tests of 
Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio and the Tests of Conditional Independence were 
examined within the strata for the independent variables, or the combinations of racial 
categories for each parent, to determine if there was a relationship between the race of a 
student’s mother and the racial identity of the student when the race of the father was 
taken into account.  
The following tables (Table 4.4 – Table 4.13) include the p-values of the Tests of 
Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio and the Tests of Conditional Independence for the 
independent variable (race of mother) for each of the strata (race of father). If the null 
hypothesis for the Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio was not rejected and the null 
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hypothesis for the Test of Conditional Independence was rejected, then the common odds 
ratio was noteworthy (Norusis, 2008). The common odds ratios were included in the 
tables below along with a 95% confidence interval for the common odds ratio and the 
associated p-value. 
Table 4.4 
Asian Mother and Extraracial Identity 




Asian . . . . 
Black 0.106 0.430 . . 
Hispanic . . . . 
Native American 0.006 0.475 . . 
White 0.067 0.958 . . 
Biracial 0.808 0.604 . . 
Other . 0.520 . . 
 
Table 4.5 
Black Mother and Monoracial Identity 




Asian 0.017 0.027 . . 
Black . . . . 








White 0.123 0.032 1.929 0.034 
Biracial 0.474 0.101 . . 








     
Table 4.6 
Black Mother and Multiracial Identity 




Asian 0.359 0.946 . . 
Black . . . . 
Hispanic 0.873 0.733 . . 
Native American 0.265 0.870 . . 
White 0.001 0.933 . . 
Biracial 0.054 0.613 . . 





Native American Mother and Extraracial Identity 
 




Asian . 0.513 . . 
Black 0.692 0.534 . . 
Hispanic 0.004 0.500 . . 
Native American . . . . 
White 0.570 0.422 . . 
Biracial 0.360 0.532 . . 
Other . 0.468 . . 
 
Table 4.8 
White Mother and Monoracial Identity 




Asian 0.655 0.470 . . 
Black 0.005 0.436 . . 
Hispanic 0.556 0.421 . . 
Native American 0.019 0.451 . . 
White . . . . 
Biracial 0.298 0.665 . . 
Other 0.687 0.447 . . 
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Table 4.9 
 
White Mother and Multiracial Identity 
 




Asian 0.803 0.243 . . 
Black 0.001 0.071 . . 
Hispanic 0.055 0.486 . . 
Native American 0.362 0.165 . . 
White . . . . 
Biracial 0.532 0.298 . . 




Biracial Mother and Monoracial Identity 
 








Black 0.008 0.064 . . 
Hispanic 0.107 0.060 . . 




White 0.078 0.132 . . 
Biracial 0.037 0.180 . . 







Biracial Mother and Extraracial Identity 
 




Asian 0.601 0.716 . . 
Black 0.742 0.762 . . 
Hispanic 0.424 0.755 . . 
Native American 0.449 0.743 . . 
White 0.274 0.597 . . 
Biracial 0.299 0.536 . . 
Other 0.001 0.777 . . 
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Table 4.12 
Other Mother and Monoracial Identity 




Asian . 0.485 . . 
Black 0.011 0.486 . . 
Hispanic . 0.470 . . 
Native American . 0.483 . . 
White 0.000 0.528 . . 
Biracial 0.200 0.385 . . 
Other 0.024 0.495 . . 
 
Table 4.13 
Other Mother and Multiple Monoracial Identity 




Asian . 0.817 . . 
Black 0.045 0.943 . . 
Hispanic . 0.871 . . 
Native American . 0.730 . . 
White 0.013 0.825 . . 
Biracial 0.332 0.560 . . 
Other 0.546 0.667 . . 
 
Next, null hypothesis 1B (There is no statistically significant relationship between 
the race of a student’s father and the racial identity of the student.) was tested. The results 






     
Table 4.14 
Tests of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio – Race of Father 
Race of Father Monoracial 
Multiple 
Monoracial 
Multiracial Situational Extraracial 
Asian 0.093* 0.347** 0.415** 0.688 0.778 
Black 0.000* 0.141** 0.008* 0.754 0.203 
Hispanic 0.475 0.341** 0.127** 0.495 0.038* 
Native American 0.181 0.227 0.716 0.170 0.036* 
White 0.011* 0.057* 0.021* 0.704 0.123 
Biracial 0.323 0.706** 0.360** 0.380 0.671 
Other 0.158 0.785** 0.146** 0.869 0.011* 
*Significant difference among the odds ratios at the 0.10 level. Refer to Tables 4.17 – 4.25. 
**Failed to reject null hypothesis at the 0.10 level for Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio. Null  
   hypothesis for Test of Conditional Independence was rejected. See Tables 4.15 – 4.16. 
 
If the null hypothesis for the Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio was not 
rejected, then the Test of Conditional Independence became important. The null 
hypothesis for the Test of Conditional Independence was that the risk factor, or 
independent variable, and the event, or independent variable, are independent in all strata 
(Norusis, 2008). In other words, failing to reject the null hypothesis would lead to the 
conclusion that there is no statistically significant relationship between the independent 
variable (i.e. race of mother or race of father) and the dependent variable (e.g. Monoracial 
Identity). Because of the exploratory nature of this study, a p-value of 0.10 was selected. 
If the p-value was less than 0.10, then the null hypothesis was rejected and it was 
concluded that there is a correlation between the race of the mother or the father and the 
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racial identity of the student. A summary of the results from the Tests of Conditional 
Independence for null hypothesis A is included in the following table: 
Table 4.15 
Tests of Conditional Independence – Race of Father 
Race of Father Monoracial 
Multiple 
Monoracial 
Multiracial Situational Extraracial 
Asian 0.811 0.032 0.062 0.943 0.735 
Black 0.501 0.016 0.004 0.609 0.164 
Hispanic 0.818 0.012 0.009 0.979 0.589 
Native American 0.650 0.583 0.670 0.524 0.032 
White 0.038 0.005 0.422 0.740 0.117 
Biracial 0.153 0.000 0.045 0.579 0.173 
Other 0.949 0.055 0.039 0.460 0.358 
*See Table 4.16. Common Odds Ratios – Race of Father. 
 
If the null hypothesis for the Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio was not 
rejected and the null hypothesis for the Test of Conditional Independence was rejected, 
then the estimate of the common odds ratio was noteworthy. If the null hypothesis that all 
odds ratios are equal is not rejected, then the odds ratios may be combined into an 
estimate of a common odds ratio (Norusis, 2008). The odds ratio is the ratio of the odds 
of an event for one group to the odds of the same event for another group (Ott & 
Longnecker, 2001). The common odds ratio describes the strength of the association 
between two binary variables—the independent variable, such as the race of a student’s 
mother, and the independent variable, such as the Monoracial Identity pattern—across the 
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strata, which would be the race of the student’s father in this case. For example, an odds 
ratio equal to one indicates that the event, such as Monoracial Identity, is equally likely in 
both categories of the independent variable: Asian fathers and non-Asian fathers. An 
odds ratio greater than one signifies that an event is more likely to occur in the first 
group. Conversely, an odds ratio less than one signifies that an event is less likely to 
occur in the first group. For example, an odds ratio of two would indicate that students 
with Asian fathers are twice as likely to express the Monoracial Identity pattern than 
students whose fathers are not Asian. In contrast, an odds ratio of 0.2 would mean that 
students with Asian fathers are less likely to identify monoracially than their peers with 
non-Asian fathers. The following table includes the common odds ratios for students’ 
choice of racial identity when the race of their father is the independent variable. 
Table 4.16 
Common Odds Ratios – Race of Father 









2.403 0.038 1.051-5.492 








2.073 0.014 1.159-3.710 




0.332 0.000 0.194-0.571 




2.049 0.059 0.974-4.312 
Other Multiracial 0.395 0.047 0.157-0.989 
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If the null hypothesis for the Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio was rejected, 
then it was concluded that there must be significant differences between the odds ratios of 
the outcome variable among the strata. In other words, the conclusion was that the 
correlation between the race of the father and the racial identity of the student varies 
depending on the race of the mother. In this case, the results of the Tests of Homogeneity 
of the Odds Ratio and the Tests of Conditional Independence were examined within the 
strata for the independent variables, or the combinations of racial categories for each 
parent, to determine if there was a relationship between the race of a student’s father and 
the racial identity of the student when the race of the mother was taken into account.  
The following tables (Table 4.4 – Table 4.13) include the p-values of the Tests of 
Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio and the Tests of Conditional Independence for the 
independent variable (race of father) for each of the strata (race of mother). If the null 
hypothesis for the Test of Homogeneity of the Odds Ratio was not rejected and the null 
hypothesis for the Test of Conditional Independence was rejected, then the common odds 
ratio is noteworthy and it is included in the table below along with a 95% confidence 








     
Table 4.17 
Asian Father and Monoracial Identity 




Asian . 0.661 . . 
Black 0.017 0.860 . . 
Hispanic 0.618 0.820 . . 
Native American . 0.794 . . 
White 0.655 0.872 . . 
Biracial 0.190 0.816 . . 
Other . 0.827 . . 
  
Table 4.18 
Black Father and Monoracial Identity 




Asian 0.006 0.995 . . 
Black . 0.377 . . 
Hispanic 0.108 0.780 . . 
Native American 0.037 0.888 . . 
White 0.005 0.789 . . 
Biracial 0.008 0.951 . . 









     
Table 4.19 
Black Father and Multiracial Identity 








Black . 0.005 . . 








White 0.001 0.004 . . 
Biracial 0.012 0.012 . . 








Hispanic Father and Extraracial Identity 
 




Asian . 0.663 . . 
Black 0.932 0.600 . . 
Hispanic . 0.561 . . 
Native American 0.004 0.587 . . 
White 0.727 0.571 . . 
Biracial 0.424 0.616 . . 








     
Table 4.21 
Native American Father and Extraracial Identity 




Asian 0.005 0.037 . . 








Native American . 0.034 . . 













White Father and Monoracial Identity 
 




Asian 0.095 0.031 . . 












White . 0.001 . . 
Biracial 0.081 0.005 . . 












     
Table 4.23 
 
White Father and Multiple Monoracial Identity 
 




Asian 0.015 0.004 . . 












White . 0.000 . . 









White Father and Multiracial Identity 
 




Asian 0.043 0.401 . . 
Black 0.001 0.116 . . 
Hispanic 0.371 0.147 . . 
Native American 0.581 0.128 . . 
White . 0.034 . . 
Biracial 0.813 0.245 . . 














     
Table 4.25 
 
Other Father and Extraracial Identity 
 






Asian . 0.330 . . 
Black 0.142 0.298 . . 
Hispanic 0.439 0.288 . . 
Native American . 0.273 . . 
White 0.914 0.288 . . 
Biracial 0.001 0.304 . . 
Other 0.392 0.319 . . 
 
 
Findings. There was a relationship between the race of a student’s mother and the 
student’s choice of racial identity. Participants with Asian mothers were more than twice 
as likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.012) compared to 
students with mothers of other races. Participants with Black mothers were almost twice 
as likely to identify Monoracially (p = 0.079) compared to students with mothers of other 
races. Participants with White mothers were more than twice as likely to identify 
Situationally (p = 0.078) compared to students with mothers of other races. Participants 
with Biracial mothers were less than half as likely to express the Multiple Monoracial 
identity pattern (p = 0.001) and almost twice as likely to express the Multiracial identity 
pattern (p = 0.005) compared to students with mothers of other races. These results are 
summarized in Table 4.3. 
In some cases, the relationship between the mother’s race and the students’ choice 
of racial identity was dependent upon the race of the student’s father. According to Table 
4.5, participants with Black mothers were almost twice as likely to identify as Monoracial 
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if their father was Hispanic (p = 0.028), Native American (p = 0.027), White (p = 0.034), 
or Other (p = 0.032). Participants with Biracial mothers are more likely to identify as 
Monoracial if their father is Asian (p = 0.066), Hispanic (p = 0.061), Native American (p 
= 0.066), or Other (p = 0.059) as summarized in Table 4.10. 
Also, there was a relationship between the race of a student’s father and the 
student’s choice of racial identity. Participants with Asian fathers were approximately 2.4 
times more likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.038) and 
were less than half as likely to identify as Multiracial (p = 0.066) compared to students 
with fathers of other races. Participants with Black fathers were approximately half as 
likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.018) compared to 
students with fathers of other races. Participants with Hispanic fathers were twice as 
likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.014) and less than half as 
likely to identify as Multiracial (p = 0.010) compared to students with fathers of other 
races. Participants with Biracial fathers were less than half as likely to express the 
Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.000) and 1.5 times more likely to identify as 
Multiracial (p = 0.049) compared to students with fathers of other races. Participants who 
identified their father as Other were approximately twice as likely to express the Multiple 
Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.059) and less than half as likely to identify as 
Multiracial (p = 0.395) compared to students with fathers of other races. 
In some cases, the relationship between the father’s race and the students’ choice 
of racial identity was dependent upon the race of the student’s mother. According to 
Table 4.19, participants with Black fathers were more likely to identify as Multiracial if 
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their mothers were Asian (p = 0.011), Hispanic (p = 0.007), Native American (p = 0.009), 
or Other (p – 0.007). Participants were over four times more likely to identify 
Extraracially if their father was Native American and their mother was Black (p = 0.065), 
Hispanic (p = 0.056), White (p = 0.058), or Biracial (p = 0.058) as summarized in Table 
4.21. Participants were less likely to identify Monoracially if their father was White and 
their mother was Black (p = 0.006), Hispanic (p = 0.009), or Native American (p = 0.005) 
as summarized in Table 4.22. Finally, according to Table 4.23, participants with White 
fathers were more than twice as likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern 
if their mother was Black (p = 0.000), Hispanic (p = 0.000), Native American (p = 
0.000), or Biracial (p = 0.000). 
Research Question 2. Is there a relationship between questions about physical 
appearance and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant relationship between physical 
appearance and racial identity. 
Analysis. A multinomial logistic regression was conducted for each survey 
question regarding physical appearance to determine which questions seem to have a 
strong relationship with how a student chooses to identify their race. The Monoracial 
identity pattern served as the reference category for this analysis. The null hypothesis is 
that all of the regression coefficients in the model are equal to zero. In other words, the 
null hypothesis is that there is no relationship between the predictor variable, physical 
appearance, and the outcome, racial identity. This analysis allowed the researcher to 
determine which questions are related to how often people choose to identify 
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monoracially versus non-monoracially. The questions that were found to have a 
relationship with students’ choice of racial identity were used in the factor analysis.  
Forward stepwise selection. The forward stepwise selection method was used to 
build the regression model. This method begins with the model that would be selected by 
the forward entry method. From there, the algorithm alternates between backward 
elimination on the stepwise terms in the model and forward entry on the terms left out of 
the model. This continues until no terms meet the entry or removal criteria. The SPSS 
output for this analysis is contained in the following tables. 
The Case Processing Summary below includes the categorical dependent 
outcomes: Monoracial, Multiple Monoracial, Multiracial, Situational, and Extraracial 
identity. There is no rank order among these categorical variables. The Monoracial 
identity pattern served as the reference category for this analysis. Therefore, this analysis 
compared Monoracial identity to all other racial identity patterns. The predictor variables 
include the following: (a) skin tone of mother, (b) skin tone of father, (c) physical 
features of mother, (d) physical features of father, (e) mistaken identification, (f) exotic 
appearance, (g) asked, and (h) surprised. These categorical predictor variables come from 
students’ responses to the questions regarding physical appearance in section three of the 






     
Table 4.26 
Research Question 2: Case Processing Summary 
Variable                       Categories 
       N 
Marginal 
Percentage 
Racial Identity Monoracial 63 12.8% 
Multiple Monoracial 196 39.8% 
Multiracial 177 36.0% 
Situational 30 6.1% 
Extraracial 26 5.3% 
Skin Tone Mother Much Lighter 40 8.1% 
Lighter 104 21.1% 
Similar 163 33.1% 
Darker 171 34.8% 
Much Darker 14 2.8% 
Skin Tone Father Much Lighter 65 13.2% 
Lighter 145 29.5% 
Similar 160 32.5% 
Darker 113 23.0% 
Much Darker 9 1.8% 
Physical Features 
Mother 
Very Different 16 3.3% 
Somewhat Different 120 24.4% 
Somewhat Similar 303 61.6% 
Very Similar 53 10.8% 
Physical Features 
Father 
Very Different 17 3.5% 
Somewhat Different 94 19.1% 
Somewhat Similar 317 64.4% 
Very Similar 64 13.0% 
Mistakenly Identified Never 39 7.9% 
Rarely 69 14.0% 
Sometimes 174 35.4% 
Often 210 42.7% 
Exotic Never 31 6.3% 
Rarely 82 16.7% 
Sometimes 208 42.3% 
Often 171 34.8% 
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Asked Never 21 4.3% 
Rarely 56 11.4% 
Sometimes 128 26.0% 
Often 287 58.3% 
Surprised Never 18 3.7% 
Rarely 64 13.0% 
Sometimes 191 38.8% 
Often 219 44.5% 
Valid 492 100.0% 
Missing 17  




a. The dependent variable has only one value observed in 396 (93.0%) 
subpopulations. 
 
The next table summarizes the steps for building the resulting regression model. 
The forward stepwise selection method was used. This method begins with the model that 
would be selected by the forward entry method. In this case, the first predictor variable to 
be added to the model was “asked,” which measures the student’s response to the survey 
item, “I am asked, ‘Where are your parents from?’ or ‘What are you?’” Possible 
responses include: never, rarely, sometimes, and often. According to this analysis, 
“asked” is the best predictor variable for students’ choice of racial identity.  
After the first predictor variable was selected, the algorithm alternated between 
backward elimination on the stepwise terms in the model and forward entry on the terms 
left out of the model. This continued until no terms meet the entry or removal criteria. 
The predictor variables that were selected for the resulting regression model include: (a) 




     
Table 4.27 
 
Research Question 2: Step Summary 
 
Model Action Effect(s) 
Model 
Fitting 






 df Sig. 
Step 0 0 Entered Intercept 1240.952 .   
Step 1 1 Entered Asked 1201.320 39.632 12 .000 
Step 2 2 Entered Skin Tone Father 1171.518 29.802 16 .019 
Step 3 3 Entered Surprised 1146.556 24.962 12 .015 
Stepwise Method: Forward Stepwise 
a. The chi-square for entry is based on the likelihood ratio test. 
b. The chi-square for removal is based on the likelihood ratio test. 
  
The next table, Model Fitting Information, compares the intercept-only model to 
the model that was built using the forward stepwise selection method. The intercept-only 
model, or the null model, used the modal class (physical features father – somewhat) as 
its prediction accuracy, 19.1%. Because the p-value for the final model is less than 0.10, 
this table shows that the resulting model gives adequate predictions compared to the 
intercept-only model. 
Table 4.28 
Research Question 2: Model Fitting Information 
Model 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood 
Chi-
Square df Sig. 
Intercept Only 1240.952    
Final 1146.556 94.396 40 .000 
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The next table, Classification, shows that the resulting model compared to the 
intercept-only model provides more accurate predictions for the Monoracial, Multiple 
Monoracial, and Multiracial groups. Although the model fitting information shows that 
the resulting model is outperforming the null model, the classification table shows that 
the regression model is not a good model for predicting the Situational or Extraracial 
groups. 
Table 4.29 





Monoracial Multiracial Situational Extraracial 
Percent 
Correct 
Monoracial 14 26 23 0 0 22.2% 
Multiple Monoracial 7 142 47 0 0 72.4% 
Multiracial 8 97 72 0 0 40.7% 
Situational 3 15 12 0 0 .0% 
Extraracial 3 14 9 0 0 .0% 
Overall Percentage 7.1% 59.8% 33.1% .0% .0% 46.3% 
 
 
 The next table, Goodness-of-Fit, shows whether the model adequately fits the 
data. Because the p-values are greater than 0.05, this table shows that the regression 
model adequately fits the data. 
Table 4.30 
 
Research Question 2: Goodness-of-Fit 
 
 Chi-Square df Sig. 
Pearson 1730.715 1660 .111 
Deviance 1095.858 1660 1.000 
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The Pseudo R-Square table indicates the proportion of variation being explained 
by the model. Approximately 18% of the variation is being explained by the regression 
model. 
Table 4.31 
Research Question 2: Pseudo R-Square 




 The Likelihood Ratio Test shows the contribution of each variable to the model. 
Each of the three predictor variables—Asked (p = 0.000), Skin Tone Father (p = 0.013), 
and Surprised (p = 0.015)—had a significant contribution to the model. 
Table 4.32 
Research Question 2: Likelihood Ratio Tests 
Effect 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood of 
Reduced Model 
Chi-
Square df Sig. 
Intercept 1146.556
a
 .000 0 . 
Surprised 1171.518 24.962 12 .015 
Skin Tone Father 1177.770 31.214 16 .013 
Asked 1181.875 35.319 12 .000 
The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the 
final model and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed by omitting 
an effect from the final model. The null hypothesis is that all parameters of 
that effect are 0. 
a. This reduced model is equivalent to the final model because omitting the 
effect does not increase the degrees of freedom. 
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In the following table, Parameter Estimates, the nominal order of the three 
predictor variables (Surprised, Skin Tone of Father, and Asked) are listed. For Surprised, 
Never = 1, Rarely = 2, Sometimes = 3, and Often = 4. For Skin Tone of Father, Much 
Lighter = 1, Lighter = 2, Similar = 3, Darker = 4, and Much Darker = 5. For Asked, 
Never = 1, Rarely = 2, Sometimes = 3, and Often = 4.  
The first quarter of the table has the outcome Multiple Monoracial identity 
compared to Monoracial identity. The second quarter of the table has the outcome 
Multiracial identity compared to Monoracial identity.  The third quarter of the table has 
the outcome Situational identity compared to Monoracial identity. Finally, the last quarter 














     
Table 4.33 





Error Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) 








Intercept 1.168 .972 1.445 1 .229    
[Surprised=1] -1.576 .724 4.744 1 .029 .207 .050 .854 
[Surprised=2] -1.392 .512 7.398 1 .007 .249 .091 .678 
[Surprised=3] -.652 .356 3.354 1 .067 .521 .259 1.047 
[Surprised=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Skin Tone Father=1] 1.749 1.121 2.434 1 .119 5.749 .639 51.741 
[Skin Tone Father=2] 1.337 .988 1.829 1 .176 3.806 .549 26.409 
[Skin Tone Father=3] .506 .967 .274 1 .601 1.659 .249 11.034 
[Skin Tone Father=4] 1.404 .994 1.992 1 .158 4.069 .579 28.578 
[Skin Tone Father=5] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Asked=1] -2.805 .688 16.608 1 .000 .060 .016 .233 
[Asked=2] -1.316 .456 8.338 1 .004 .268 .110 .655 
[Asked=3] -.690 .374 3.413 1 .065 .502 .241 1.043 
[Asked=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
Multiracial Intercept -.174 1.268 .019 1 .891    
[Surprised=1] -1.489 .747 3.966 1 .046 .226 .052 .977 
[Surprised=2] -.208 .476 .190 1 .663 .813 .320 2.065 
[Surprised=3] -.354 .363 .954 1 .329 .702 .345 1.428 
[Surprised=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Skin Tone Father=1] 3.063 1.379 4.934 1 .026 21.387 1.434 318.980 
[Skin Tone Father=2] 2.222 1.279 3.016 1 .082 9.224 .752 113.187 
[Skin Tone Father=3] 1.581 1.262 1.570 1 .210 4.859 .410 57.620 
[Skin Tone Father=4] 1.979 1.286 2.367 1 .124 7.233 .581 89.986 
[Skin Tone Father=5] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Asked=1] -2.264 .652 12.061 1 .001 .104 .029 .373 
[Asked=2] -1.447 .464 9.707 1 .002 .235 .095 .585 
[Asked=3] -.446 .373 1.430 1 .232 .640 .308 1.330 
[Asked=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
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Situational Intercept -.548 1.300 .178 1 .673    
[Surprised=1] -.988 1.195 .683 1 .408 .372 .036 3.875 
[Surprised=2] -.781 .786 .988 1 .320 .458 .098 2.136 
[Surprised=3] .006 .516 .000 1 .990 1.006 .366 2.769 
[Surprised=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Skin Tone Father=1] 1.858 1.418 1.716 1 .190 6.409 .398 103.273 
[Skin Tone Father=2] .541 1.313 .170 1 .680 1.718 .131 22.516 
[Skin Tone Father=3] -.431 1.305 .109 1 .741 .650 .050 8.380 
[Skin Tone Father=4] .301 1.337 .051 1 .822 1.351 .098 18.551 
[Skin Tone Father=5] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Asked=1] -2.109 1.166 3.269 1 .071 .121 .012 1.194 
[Asked=2] -.407 .643 .401 1 .527 .666 .189 2.346 
[Asked=3] -.358 .553 .418 1 .518 .699 .237 2.067 
[Asked=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
Extraracial Intercept .984 1.103 .796 1 .372    
[Surprised=1] -1.024 1.199 .730 1 .393 .359 .034 3.763 
[Surprised=2] -.287 .661 .188 1 .665 .751 .205 2.744 
[Surprised=3] -1.275 .602 4.486 1 .034 .280 .086 .909 
[Surprised=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Skin Tone Father=1] -.350 1.329 .069 1 .792 .705 .052 9.540 
[Skin Tone Father=2] -.936 1.146 .666 1 .414 .392 .041 3.710 
[Skin Tone Father=3] -1.061 1.098 .934 1 .334 .346 .040 2.976 
[Skin Tone Father=4] -2.622 1.477 3.152 1 .076 .073 .004 1.313 
[Skin Tone Father=5] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Asked=1] -1.752 1.182 2.197 1 .138 .173 .017 1.758 
[Asked=2] .151 .594 .064 1 .800 1.163 .363 3.724 
[Asked=3] -.688 .667 1.063 1 .303 .503 .136 1.859 
[Asked=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
a. The reference category is: 1. 






     
Findings. There is a relationship between questions about physical appearance 
and mixed race college students’ choice of racial identity. 
Multiple Monoracial relative to Monoracial. Students who indicated that people 
were never (p = 0.029), rarely (p = 0.007), or sometimes (p = 0.067) surprised when they 
told them their racial background were less likely to identify as Multiple Monoracial 
rather than Monoracial when compared to students who indicated that people were often 
surprised. Also, students who were never (p = 0.000), rarely (p = 0.004), or sometimes (p 
= 0.065) asked about their racial background were less likely to identify as Multiple 
Monoracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students who were often asked.  
Multiracial relative to Monoracial. Students who indicated that people were 
never (p = 0.046) surprised when they told them their racial background were less likely 
to identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students who 
indicated that people were often surprised. Students who indicated that their skin tone 
was much lighter (p = 0.026) or lighter (p = 0.082) than the skin tone of people of their 
father’s race were more likely to identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when 
compared to students who indicated that their skin tone was much darker. Students who 
were never (p = 0.001) or rarely (p = 0.002) asked about their racial background were 
less likely to identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students 
were often asked. 
Situational relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Situational identity. 
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Extraracial relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Extraracial identity. 
Research Question 3. Is there a relationship between questions about cultural attachment 
and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant relationship between cultural 
attachment and racial identity. Because each parent may have a different culture, this null 
hypothesis was tested twice—once in regards to the culture of the participant’s mother 
and once in regards to the culture of the participant’s father. 
Analysis. The Case Processing Summary below includes the categorical 
dependent outcomes: Monoracial, Multiple Monoracial, Multiracial, Situational, and 
Extraracial identity. There is no rank order among these categorical variables. The 
Monoracial identity pattern served as the reference category for this analysis. Therefore, 
this analysis compared Monoracial identity to all other racial identity patterns. The 
predictor variables include the following: (a) identity search mother, (b) social groups 
mother, (c) clear sense mother, (d) think mother, (e) happy mother, (f) belonging mother, 
(g) relate mother, (h) talk mother, (i) pride mother, (j) cultural practices mother,  
(k) attachments mother, (l) feel good mother, (m) language mother, and (n) mixed 
heritage mother. These categorical predictor variables come from students’ responses to 
the questions regarding cultural attachment in section four of the Survey of Multiracial 




     
Table 4.34 
Research Question 3: Case Processing Summary 1 
 
           N 
Marginal 
Percentage 
Racial Identity Monoracial 56 12.9% 
Multiple Monoracial 180 41.6% 
Multiracial 150 34.6% 
Situational 26 6.0% 
Extraracial 21 4.8% 
Identity Search 
Mother 
Strongly Disagree 26 6.0% 
Disagree 103 23.8% 
Agree 188 43.4% 
Strongly Agree 116 26.8% 
Social Groups Mother Strongly Disagree 89 20.6% 
Disagree 199 46.0% 
Agree 110 25.4% 
Strongly Agree 35 8.1% 
Clear Sense Mother Strongly Disagree 23 5.3% 
Disagree 70 16.2% 
Agree 225 52.0% 
Strongly Agree 115 26.6% 
Think Mother Strongly Disagree 57 13.2% 
Disagree 157 36.3% 
Agree 160 37.0% 
Strongly Agree 59 13.6% 
Happy Mother Strongly Disagree 6 1.4% 
Disagree 20 4.6% 
Agree 212 49.0% 
Strongly Agree 195 45.0% 
Belonging Mother Strongly Disagree 40 9.2% 
Disagree 92 21.2% 
Agree 207 47.8% 
Strongly Agree 94 21.7% 
Relate Mother Strongly Disagree 22 5.1% 
Disagree 74 17.1% 
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Agree 242 55.9% 
Strongly Agree 95 21.9% 
Talk Mother Strongly Disagree 52 12.0% 
Disagree 137 31.6% 
Agree 177 40.9% 
Strongly Agree 67 15.5% 
Pride Mother Strongly Disagree 22 5.1% 
Disagree 59 13.6% 
Agree 206 47.6% 
Strongly Agree 146 33.7% 
Cultural Practices 
Mother 
Strongly Disagree 29 6.7% 
Disagree 77 17.8% 
Agree 187 43.2% 
Strongly Agree 140 32.3% 
Attachments Mother Strongly Disagree 36 8.3% 
Disagree 85 19.6% 
Agree 198 45.7% 
Strongly Agree 114 26.3% 
Feel Good Mother Strongly Disagree 8 1.8% 
Disagree 23 5.3% 
Agree 228 52.7% 
Strongly Agree 174 40.2% 
Language Mother Strongly Disagree 66 15.2% 
Disagree 71 16.4% 
Agree 124 28.6% 
Strongly Agree 172 39.7% 
Mixed Heritage 
Mother 
Strongly Disagree 5 1.2% 
Disagree 11 2.5% 
Agree 149 34.4% 
Strongly Agree 268 61.9% 
Valid 433 100.0% 
Missing 76  








     
The next table summarizes the steps for building the resulting regression model. 
The forward stepwise selection method was used. This method begins with the model that 
would be selected by the forward entry method. In this case, the first predictor variable to 
be added to the model was “mixed heritage mother,” which measures the student’s 
response to the survey item, “I am proud of my mixed race heritage.” Possible responses 
include: strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree. According to this analysis, 
“mixed heritage mother” is the best predictor variable for choice of racial identity.  
After the first predictor variable was selected, the algorithm alternated between 
backward elimination on the stepwise terms in the model and forward entry on the terms 
left out of the model. This continued until no terms meet the entry or removal criteria. 
The predictor variables that were selected for the resulting regression model include: (a) 
mixed heritage mother and (b) identity search mother. 
Table 4.35 
Research Question 3: Step Summary 1 
Model Action Effect(s) 
Model 
Fitting 






 df Sig. 
Step 0 0 Entered Intercept 1085.142 .   
Step 1 1 Entered Mixed Heritage 
Mother 
1053.292 31.850 12 .001 
Step 2 2 Entered Identity Search 
Mother 
1028.560 24.732 12 .016 
Stepwise Method: Forward Stepwise 
a. The chi-square for entry is based on the likelihood ratio test. 
b. The chi-square for removal is based on the likelihood ratio test. 
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The next table, Model Fitting Information, compares the intercept-only model to 
the model that was built using the forward stepwise selection method. The intercept-only 
model, or the null model, used the modal class (belonging mother – strongly agree) as its 
prediction accuracy, 21.70%. Because the p-value for the final model is less than 0.10, 
this table shows that the resulting model gives adequate predictions compared to the 
intercept-only model. 
Table 4.36 
Research Question 3: Model Fitting Information 1 
Model 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig. 
Intercept Only 1085.142    
Final 1028.560 56.582 24 .000 
 
The next table, Classification, shows that the resulting model compared to the 
intercept-only model provides more accurate predictions for the Multiple Monoracial and 
Multiracial groups. Although the model fitting information shows that the resulting 
model is outperforming the null model, the classification table shows that the regression 











     
Table 4.37 
 






Monoracial Multiracial Situational Extraracial 
Percent 
Correct 
Monoracial 5 28 23 0 0 8.9% 
Multiple Monoracial 10 96 74 0 0 53.3% 
Multiracial 1 62 87 0 0 58.0% 
Situational 1 12 13 0 0 .0% 
Extraracial 0 13 8 0 0 .0% 
Overall Percentage 3.9% 48.7% 47.3% .0% .0% 43.4% 
 
The next table, Goodness-of-Fit, shows whether the model adequately fits the 
data. Because the p-values are greater than 0.05, this table shows that the regression 
model adequately fits the data. 
Table 4.38 
Research Question 3: Goodness-of-Fit 1 
 Chi-Square df Sig. 
Pearson 1522.410 1588 .879 
Deviance 1004.518 1588 1.000 
 
The Pseudo R-Square table indicates the proportion of variation explained by the 
regression model. Approximately 12% of the variation was explained by the model. 
Table 4.39 
Research Question 3: Pseudo R-Square 1 





     
The Likelihood Ratio Test shows the contribution of each variable to the model. 
Each of the two predictor variables—Mixed Heritage Mother (p = 0.000 and Identity 
Search Mother (p = 0.016)—had a significant contribution to the model. 
Table 4.40 
Research Question 3: Likelihood Ratio Test 1 
Effect 
Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood of 
Reduced Model Chi-Square df Sig. 
Intercept 1028.560
a
 .000 0 . 
Mixed Heritage Mother 1065.462 36.902 12 .000 
Identity Search Mother 1053.292 24.732 12 .016 
The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model and a 
reduced model. The reduced model is formed by omitting an effect from the final model. The null 
hypothesis is that all parameters of that effect = 0. 
a. This reduced model is equivalent to the final model because omitting the effect does not 
increase the degrees of freedom. 
 
In the following table, Parameter Estimates, the nominal order of the two 
predictor variables (Mixed Heritage Mother and Identity Search Mother) are listed. For 
Mixed Heritage Mother, Strongly Disagree = 1, Disagree = 2, Agree = 3, and Strongly 
Agree = 4. For Identity Search Mother, Strongly Disagree = 1, Disagree = 2, Agree = 3, 
and Strongly Agree = 4.  
The first quarter of the table has the outcome Multiple Monoracial identity 
compared to Monoracial identity. The second quarter of the table has the outcome 
Multiracial identity compared to Monoracial identity.  The third quarter of the table has 
the outcome Situational identity compared to Monoracial identity. Finally, the last quarter 
of the table has the outcome Extraracial identity compared to Monoracial identity.  
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Table 4.41 
Research Question 3: Parameter Estimates 1 
Racial Identitya B 
Std. 
Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 







Intercept 1.553 .316 24.140 1 .000    
[Mixed Heritage Mother=1] -1.123 1.332 .710 1 .399 .325 .024 4.430 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=2] -.402 1.167 .118 1 .731 .669 .068 6.587 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=3] -1.764 .365 23.423 1 .000 .171 .084 .350 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=4] 0b . . 0 . . . . 
[Identity Search Mother=1] -.107 .787 .019 1 .892 .898 .192 4.200 
[Identity Search Mother=2] .621 .447 1.927 1 .165 1.861 .774 4.471 
[Identity Search Mother=3] .757 .425 3.173 1 .075 2.133 .927 4.907 
[Identity Search Mother=4] 0b . . 0 . . . . 
Multiracial Intercept 1.176 .330 12.711 1 .000    
[Mixed Heritage Mother=1] -1.694 1.334 1.612 1 .204 .184 .013 2.512 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=2] -1.592 1.293 1.515 1 .218 .204 .016 2.567 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=3] -1.763 .374 22.225 1 .000 .171 .082 .357 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=4] 0b . . 0 . . . . 
[Identity Search Mother=1] 1.395 .722 3.736 1 .053 4.034 .981 16.596 
[Identity Search Mother=2] .352 .477 .545 1 .460 1.422 .558 3.620 
[Identity Search Mother=3] 1.186 .437 7.379 1 .007 3.273 1.391 7.701 
[Identity Search Mother=4] 0b . . 0 . . . . 
Situational Intercept -.532 .477 1.244 1 .265    
[Mixed Heritage Mother=1] -16.945 8030.3
08 
.000 1 .998 4.375E-
8 
.000 .c 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=2] .449 1.525 .087 1 .768 1.567 .079 31.109 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=3] -1.051 .533 3.896 1 .048 .349 .123 .993 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=4] 0b . . 0 . . . . 
[Identity Search Mother=1] -16.895 4310.7
27 
.000 1 .997 4.600E-
8 
.000 .c 
[Identity Search Mother=2] .019 .722 .001 1 .979 1.020 .247 4.201 
[Identity Search Mother=3] .879 .613 2.058 1 .151 2.409 .725 8.009 
[Identity Search Mother=4] 0b . . 0 . . . . 
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Extraracial Intercept -.460 .476 .934 1 .334    




[Mixed Heritage Mother=2] 1.064 1.358 .615 1 .433 2.899 .203 41.483 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=3] -1.525 .610 6.249 1 .012 .218 .066 .719 
[Mixed Heritage Mother=4] 0b . . 0 . . . . 
[Identity Search Mother=1] -.318 1.349 .056 1 .813 .727 .052 10.237 
[Identity Search Mother=2] -.098 .767 .016 1 .898 .907 .202 4.078 
[Identity Search Mother=3] .519 .653 .632 1 .427 1.681 .467 6.047 
[Identity Search Mother=4] 0b . . 0 . . . . 
a. The reference category is: 1. 
b. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
c. Floating point overflow occurred while computing this statistic. Its value is therefore set to system missing. 
 
Findings. There was no statistically significant relationship between racial 
identity and attachment to the culture of the mother. 
Multiple Monoracial relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed 
because the model was found to be ineffective for predicting Monoracial identity. 
Multiracial relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Monoracial identity. 
Situational relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Situational identity and 
Monoracial Identity. 
Extraracial relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Extraracial identity and 
Monoracial identity. 
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 Analysis continued. The Case Processing Summary below includes the 
categorical dependent outcomes: Monoracial, Multiple Monoracial, Multiracial, 
Situational, and Extraracial identity. There is no rank order among these categorical 
variables. The Monoracial identity pattern served as the reference category for this 
analysis. Therefore, this analysis compared Monoracial identity to all other racial identity 
patterns. The predictor variables include the following: (a) identity search father, (b) 
social groups father, (c) clear sense father, (d) think father, (e) happy father, (f) belonging 
father, (g) relate father, (h) talk father, (i) pride father, (j) cultural practices father, (k) 
attachments father, (l) feel good father, (m) language father, and (n) mixed heritage 
father. These categorical predictor variables come from students’ responses to the 
questions regarding cultural attachment in section four of the Survey of Multiracial 
Identity Development of College Students.  
Table 4.42 









Multiracial 153 35.1% 
Situational 27 6.2% 
Extraracial 22 5.0% 
Identity Search Father Strongly Disagree 37 8.5% 
Disagree 101 23.2% 
Agree 194 44.5% 
Strongly Agree 104 23.9% 
Social Groups Father Strongly Disagree 93 21.3% 
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Disagree 187 42.9% 
Agree 115 26.4% 
Strongly Agree 41 9.4% 
Clear Sense Father Strongly Disagree 34 7.8% 
Disagree 79 18.1% 
Agree 226 51.8% 
Strongly Agree 97 22.2% 
Think Father Strongly Disagree 44 10.1% 
Disagree 150 34.4% 
Agree 164 37.6% 
Strongly Agree 78 17.9% 
Happy Father Strongly Disagree 12 2.8% 
Disagree 37 8.5% 
Agree 241 55.3% 
Strongly Agree 146 33.5% 
Belonging Father Strongly Disagree 38 8.7% 
Disagree 118 27.1% 
Agree 185 42.4% 
Strongly Agree 95 21.8% 
Relate Father Strongly Disagree 22 5.0% 
Disagree 85 19.5% 
Agree 233 53.4% 
Strongly Agree 96 22.0% 
Talk Father Strongly Disagree 51 11.7% 
Disagree 151 34.6% 
Agree 157 36.0% 
Strongly Agree 77 17.7% 
Pride Father Strongly Disagree 33 7.6% 
Disagree 71 16.3% 
Agree 213 48.9% 
Strongly Agree 119 27.3% 
Cultural Practices 
Father 
Strongly Disagree 30 6.9% 
Disagree 99 22.7% 
Agree 198 45.4% 
Strongly Agree 109 25.0% 
Attachments Father Strongly Disagree 38 8.7% 
Disagree 122 28.0% 
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Agree 184 42.2% 
Strongly Agree 92 21.1% 
Feel Good Father Strongly Disagree 10 2.3% 
Disagree 36 8.3% 
Agree 243 55.7% 
Strongly Agree 147 33.7% 
Language Father Strongly Disagree 57 13.1% 
Disagree 64 14.7% 
Agree 147 33.7% 
Strongly Agree 168 38.5% 
Mixed Heritage Father Strongly Disagree 9 2.1% 
Disagree 14 3.2% 
Agree 164 37.6% 
Strongly Agree 249 57.1% 
Valid 436 100.0% 
Missing 73  
Total 509  
Subpopulation 387  
 
The next table summarizes the steps for building the resulting regression model. 
The forward stepwise selection method was used. This method begins with the model that 
would be selected by the forward entry method. In this case, the first predictor variable to 
be added to the model was “happy father,” which measures the student’s response to the 
survey item, “I am happy that I am a member of the group I belong to.” Possible 
responses include: strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree. According to 
this analysis, “happy father” is the best predictor variable for students’ choice of racial 
identity.  
After the first predictor variable was selected, the algorithm alternated between 
backward elimination on the stepwise terms in the model and forward entry on the terms 
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left out of the model. This continued until no terms meet the entry or removal criteria. 
The predictor variables that were selected for the resulting regression model include: (a) 
happy father, (b) mixed heritage father, (c) language father, and (d) attachments father. 
Table 4.43 
Research Question 3: Step Summary 2 
Model Action Effect(s) 
Model Fitting 






 df Sig. 
Step 0 0 Entered Intercept 1058.080 .   
Step 1 1 Entered Happy Father 1033.388 24.692 12 .016 
Step 2 2 Entered Mixed Heritage Father 1007.039 26.349 12 .010 
Step 3 3 Entered Language Father 981.500 25.539 12 .012 
Step 4 4 Entered Attachments Father 959.853 21.647 12 .042 
Stepwise Method: Forward Stepwise   
a. The chi-square for entry is based on the likelihood ratio test. 
b. The chi-square for removal is based on the likelihood ratio test 
 
The next table, Model Fitting Information, compares the intercept-only model to 
the model that was built using the forward stepwise selection method. The intercept-only 
model, or the null model, used the modal class (clear sense father – strongly agree) as its 
prediction accuracy, 22.20%. Because the p-value for the final model is less than 0.10, 






     
Table 4.44 
Research Question 3: Model Fitting Information 2 
Model 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig. 
Intercept Only 1058.080    
Final 959.853 98.227 48 .000 
 
The next table, Classification, shows that the resulting model compared to the 
intercept-only model provides more accurate predictions for the Monoracial, Multiple 
Monoracial, and Multiracial groups. Although the model fitting information shows that 
the resulting model is outperforming the null model, the classification table shows that 
the regression model is not a good model for predicting the Situational or Extraracial 
groups. 
Table 4.45 






Monoracial Multiracial Situational Extraracial 
Percent 
Correct 
Monoracial 14 22 18 1 0 25.5% 
Multiple Monoracial 3 119 57 0 0 66.5% 
Multiracial 5 71 76 1 0 49.7% 
Situational 0 11 14 2 0 7.4% 
Extraracial 1 11 9 0 1 4.5% 
Overall Percentage 5.3% 53.7% 39.9% .9% .2% 48.6% 
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The next table, Goodness-of-Fit, shows whether the model adequately fits the 
data. Because the p-values are greater than 0.05, this table shows that the regression 
model adequately fits the data. 
Table 4.46 
Research Question 3: Goodness-of-Fit 2 
 
 Chi-Square Df Sig. 
Pearson 1441.477 1496 .841 
Deviance 929.276 1496 1.000 
 
The next table indicates the proportion of variation being explained by the model. 
Approximately 20% of the variation is being explained by the regression model. 
Table 4.47 
Research Question 3: Pseudo R-Square 2 
 




The Likelihood Ratio Test shows the contribution of each variable to the model. 
Each of the four predictor variables—Mixed Heritage Father (p = 0.006), Happy Father 
(p = 0.005), Attachments Father (p = 0.042), and Language Father (p = 0.014)—had a 






     
Table 4.48 
Research Question 3: Likelihood Ratio Tests 2 
Effect 
Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood of 
Reduced Model Chi-Square df Sig. 
Intercept 959.853
a
 .000 0 . 
Mixed Heritage Father 987.861 28.008 12 .006 
Happy Father 988.221 28.368 12 .005 
Attachments Father 981.500 21.647 12 .042 
Language Father 985.056 25.204 12 .014 
The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final model 
and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed by omitting an effect from the final 
model. The null hypothesis is that all parameters of that effect are 0. 
a. This reduced model is equivalent to the final model because omitting the effect does 
not increase the degrees of freedom. 
 
In the following table, Parameter Estimates, the nominal order of the four 
predictor variables (Happy Father, Mixed Heritage Father, Language Father, Attachments 
Father) are listed. For each of these variables, Strongly Disagree = 1, Disagree = 2, Agree 
= 3, and Strongly Agree = 4.  
The first quarter of the table has the outcome Multiple Monoracial identity 
compared to Monoracial identity. The second quarter of the table has the outcome 
Multiracial identity compared to Monoracial identity.  The third quarter of the table has 
the outcome Situational identity compared to Monoracial identity. Finally, the last quarter 




     
Table 4.49 
















Intercept .976 .336 8.442 1 .004    
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=1] 
-3.359 1.669 4.050 1 .044 .035 .001 .916 
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=2] 










 . . 0 . . . . 
[Happy Father=1] -2.829 1.666 2.885 1 .089 .059 .002 1.546 
[Happy Father=2] -.734 .706 1.081 1 .298 .480 .120 1.915 
[Happy Father=3] .562 .497 1.280 1 .258 1.755 .662 4.649 
[Happy Father=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Attachments 
Father=1] 




.888 .576 2.377 1 .123 2.431 .786 7.522 
[Attachments 
Father=3] 





 . . 0 . . . . 
[Language Father=1] .848 .659 1.655 1 .198 2.334 .642 8.490 
[Language Father=2] -.084 .501 .028 1 .867 .919 .344 2.454 
[Language Father=3] -.067 .437 .023 1 .878 .935 .397 2.201 
[Language Father=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
Multiracial Intercept .518 .354 2.140 1 .144    
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=1] 
-3.986 1.639 5.913 1 .015 .019 .001 .461 
111 
     
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=2] 










 . . 0 . . . . 
[Happy Father=1] .135 1.347 .010 1 .920 1.145 .082 16.051 
[Happy Father=2] -.215 .726 .088 1 .767 .807 .194 3.348 
[Happy Father=3] .817 .513 2.538 1 .111 2.263 .829 6.183 
[Happy Father=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Attachments 
Father=1] 




.435 .594 .536 1 .464 1.545 .482 4.952 
[Attachments 
Father=3] 





 . . 0 . . . . 
[Language Father=1] .844 .686 1.512 1 .219 2.326 .606 8.929 
[Language Father=2] .596 .514 1.346 1 .246 1.814 .663 4.963 
[Language Father=3] .918 .445 4.267 1 .039 2.505 1.048 5.990 
[Language Father=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
Situational Intercept -1.676 .648 6.696 1 .010    
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=1] 
-4.654 .000 . 1 . .010 .010 .010 
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=2] 
-1.142 1.632 .489 1 .484 .319 .013 7.825 
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=3] 





 . . 0 . . . . 












[Happy Father=3] 1.016 .738 1.897 1 .168 2.762 .651 11.727 
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[Happy Father=4] 0
b















.763 .895 .727 1 .394 2.145 .371 12.394 
[Attachments 
Father=3] 





 . . 0 . . . . 
[Language Father=1] 1.238 .920 1.810 1 .179 3.448 .568 20.938 
[Language Father=2] .467 .789 .350 1 .554 1.595 .340 7.493 
[Language Father=3] .787 .662 1.414 1 .234 2.197 .600 8.037 
[Language Father=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
Extraracial Intercept -.892 .535 2.780 1 .095    
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=1] 
-.949 1.968 .233 1 .630 .387 .008 18.322 
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=2] 
-.198 1.493 .018 1 .895 .820 .044 15.312 
[Mixed Heritage 
Father=3] 















[Happy Father=2] -.499 1.164 .184 1 .668 .607 .062 5.950 
[Happy Father=3] -.197 .785 .063 1 .802 .821 .176 3.826 
[Happy Father=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Attachments 
Father=1] 




.028 .973 .001 1 .977 1.029 .153 6.929 
[Attachments 
Father=3] 





 . . 0 . . . . 
113 
     











[Language Father=3] .774 .671 1.330 1 .249 2.168 .582 8.079 
[Language Father=4] 0
b
 . . 0 . . . . 
a. The reference category is: 1. 
b. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
c. Floating point overflow occurred while computing this statistic. Its value is therefore set to 
system missing. 
 
Findings. There was a statistically significant relationship between racial identity 
and attachment to the culture of the father. 
Multiple Monoracial relative to Monoracial. Students who strongly disagreed (p 
= 0.044) or agreed (p = 0.000) that they were proud of their mixed heritage were less 
likely to identify as Multiple Monoracial rather than Monoracial when compared to 
students who strongly agreed that they were proud. Also, students who strongly disagreed 
that they were happy to be a member of their father’s racial group were less likely to 
identify as Multiple Monoracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students who 
strongly agreed that they were happy (p = 0.089).  Students who strongly disagreed (p = 
0.009) or agreed (p = 0.026) that they felt a strong attachment towards their father’s 
ethnic group were more likely to identify as Multiple Monoracial rather than Monoracial 
when compared to students who strongly agreed that they felt a strong attachment. 
Multiracial relative to Monoracial. Students who strongly disagreed (p = 0.015), 
disagreed (p = 0.034), or agreed (p = 0.000) that they were proud of their mixed heritage 
were less likely to identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when compared to 
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students who strongly agreed that they were proud. Students who strongly disagreed that 
they felt a strong attachment towards their father’s ethnic group were more likely to 
identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students who strongly 
agreed that they felt a strong attachment (p = 0.013). Students who agreed that they could 
speak their father’s native language were more likely to identify as Multiracial rather than 
Monoracial when compared to students who strongly agreed that they could speak their 
father’s native language (p = 0.030). 
Situational relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Situational identity. 
Extraracial relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Extraracial identity. 
Research Question 4. Is there a relationship between questions about other social 
identities and racial identity? 
Null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant relationship between other 
social identities and racial identity. 
Analysis. The Case Processing Summary below includes the categorical 
dependent outcomes: Monoracial, Multiple Monoracial, Multiracial, Situational, and 
Extraracial identity. There is no rank order among these categorical variables. The 
Monoracial identity pattern served as the reference category for this analysis. Therefore, 
this analysis compared Monoracial identity to all other racial identity patterns. The 
predictor variables include the following: (a) gender, (b) age, (c) class, (d) sexual 
orientation, (e) race of partner, (f) income, (g) ability, (h) nationality, (i) state,  
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(j) hometown, and (k) home diversity. These categorical predictor variables came directly 
from mixed race students’ responses to the survey questions regarding other social 




Research Question 4: Case Processing Summary 
 
           N Marginal Percentage 
Racial Identity Monoracial 57 12.9% 
Multiple Monoracial 180 40.8% 
Multiracial 156 35.4% 
Situational 27 6.1% 
Extraracial 21 4.8% 
Gender Female 326 73.9% 
Male 115 26.1% 
Age 18 35 7.9% 
19 95 21.5% 
20 98 22.2% 
21 74 16.8% 
22 74 16.8% 
23 44 10.0% 
24 21 4.8% 
Class Freshman 70 15.9% 
Sophomore 132 29.9% 
Junior 104 23.6% 
Senior 99 22.4% 
5
th
 year senior 36 8.2% 
Sexual Orientation GLBT 51 11.6% 
Heterosexual 390 88.4% 
Race Partner No partner 163 37.0% 
Asian 12 2.7% 
Black 95 21.5% 
Hispanic 19 4.3% 
White 97 22.0% 
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Bi/Multiracial 44 10.0% 
Other 11 2.5% 
Income $25,000 or less 40 9.1% 
$25,001-$50,000 68 15.4% 
$50,001-$75,000 79 17.9% 
$75,001-$100,000 78 17.7% 
$100,001-$150,000 38 8.6% 
Over $150,000 38 8.6% 
I don’t know. 72 16.3% 
No answer. 28 6.3% 




Nationality United States 381 86.4% 
Outside US 60 13.6% 
State . 12 2.7% 
Alabama 2 .5% 
Alaska 1 .2% 
Arizona 1 .2% 
California 16 3.6% 
Colorado 2 .5% 
Florida 11 2.5% 
Georgia 295 66.9% 
Hawaii 2 .5% 
Idaho 2 .5% 
Illinois 4 .9% 
Indiana 2 .5% 
Kentucky 1 .2% 
Louisiana 4 .9% 
Maryland 4 .9% 
Massachusetts 4 .9% 
Michigan 1 .2% 
Minnesota 1 .2% 
Mississippi 1 .2% 
Nebraska 3 .7% 
New Jersey 6 1.4% 
New Mexico 1 .2% 
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New York 20 4.5% 
North Carolina 4 .9% 
Ohio 1 .2% 
Outside the U.S. 23 5.2% 
Pennsylvania 2 .5% 
South Carolina 1 .2% 
Texas 5 1.1% 
Utah 1 .2% 
Virginia 7 1.6% 
Wisconsin 1 .2% 
Hometown Rural 62 14.1% 
Suburban 302 68.5% 
Urban 77 17.5% 
Home Diversity Not diverse at all 44 10.0% 
Very little diversity 114 25.9% 
Some diversity 179 40.6% 
Very diverse 104 23.6% 
Valid 441 100.0% 
Missing 68  




a. The dependent variable has only one value observed in 416 (97.7%) 
subpopulations. 
 
The next table summarizes the steps for building the resulting regression model. 
The forward stepwise selection method was used. This method begins with the model that 
would be selected by the forward entry method. In this case, the first predictor variable to 
be added to the model was “hometown,” which measures the student’s response to the 
survey item, “How would you describe your hometown community.” Possible responses 
include: rural, suburban, and urban. According to this analysis, “hometown” is the best 
predictor variable for students’ choice of racial identity.  
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After the first predictor variable was selected, the algorithm alternated between 
backward elimination on the stepwise terms in the model and forward entry on the terms 
left out of the model. This continued until no terms meet the entry or removal criteria. 
The predictor variables that were selected for the resulting regression model include: (a) 
asked, (b) skin tone of father, and (c) surprised. 
Table 4.51 
Research Question 4: Step Summary 
Model Action Effect(s) 
Model 
Fitting 






 Df Sig. 
Step 0 0 Entered Intercept 1144.091 .   
Step 1 1 Entered Hometown 1124.939 19.152 8 .014 
Step 2 2 Entered Race Partner 1083.801 41.138 24 .016 
Step 3 3 Entered Class 1053.032 30.769 16 .014 
Stepwise Method: Forward Stepwise 
a. The chi-square for entry is based on the likelihood ratio test. 
b. The chi-square for removal is based on the likelihood ratio test. 
 
The next table, Model Fitting Information, compares the intercept-only model to 
the model that was built using the forward stepwise selection method. The intercept-only 
model, or the null model, used the modal class (age – 18) as its prediction accuracy, 
7.9%. Because the p-value for the final model is less than 0.10, this table shows that the 




     
Table 4.52 
Research Question 4: Model Fitting Information 
Model 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood 
Chi-
Square df Sig. 
Intercept Only 1144.091    
Final 1053.032 91.060 48 .000 
 
The next table, Classification, shows that the resulting model compared to the 
intercept-only model provides more accurate predictions for the Multiple Monoracial and 
Multiracial groups. Although the model fitting information shows that the resulting 
model is outperforming the null model, the classification table shows that the regression 
model is not a good model for predicting the Monoracial, Situational, or Extraracial 
groups. 
Table 4.53 





Monoracial Multiracial Situational Extraracial Percent Correct 
Monoracial 3 32 21 0 1 5.3% 
Multiple Monoracial 1 132 47 0 0 73.3% 
Multiracial 0 91 64 0 1 41.0% 
Situational 0 19 8 0 0 .0% 
Extraracial 1 13 7 0 0 .0% 
Overall Percentage 1.1% 65.1% 33.3% .0% .5% 45.1% 
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The next table, Goodness-of-Fit, shows whether the model adequately fits the 
data. Because the p-values are greater than 0.05, this table shows that the regression 
model adequately fits the data. 
Table 4.54 
Research Question 4: Goodness-of-Fit 
 Chi-Square df Sig. 
Pearson 1691.645 1652 .243 
Deviance 1038.933 1652 1.000 
 
The next table indicates the proportion of variation being explained by the model. 
Approximately 19% of the variation is being explained by the regression model. 
Table 4.55 
Research Question 4: Pseudo R-Square 




The Likelihood Ratio Test shows the contribution of each variable to the model. 
Each of the three predictor variables—Race Partner (p = 0.010), Class (p = 0.014), and 







     
Table 4.56 
Research Question 4: Likelihood Ratio Tests 
Effect 
Model Fitting 
Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests 
-2 Log Likelihood 
of Reduced Model 
Chi-
Square df Sig. 
Intercept 1053.032
a
 .000 0 . 
Race Partner 1095.952 42.920 24 .010 
Class 1083.801 30.769 16 .014 
Hometown 1070.487 17.456 8 .026 
The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between 
the final model and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed by 
omitting an effect from the final model. The null hypothesis is that all 
parameters of that effect are 0. 
a. This reduced model is equivalent to the final model because omitting 
the effect does not increase the degrees of freedom. 
 
In the following table, Parameter Estimates, the nominal order of the three 
predictor variables (Race of Partner, Class, and Hometown) are listed. For Race of 
Partner, No Partner = 1, Asian = 2, Black = 3, Hispanic = 4, White = 5, Biracial or 
Multiracial = 6, and Other = 7. For Class, Freshman = 1, Sophomore = 2, Junior = 3, 
Senior = 4, and Fifth-year Senior = 5. For Hometown, Rural = 1, Suburban = 2, and 
Urban = 3. 
The first quarter of the table has the outcome Multiple Monoracial identity 
compared to Monoracial identity. The second quarter of the table has the outcome 
Multiracial identity compared to Monoracial identity.  The third quarter of the table has 
the outcome Situational identity compared to Monoracial identity. Finally, the last quarter 
of the table has the outcome Extraracial identity compared to Monoracial identity.  
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Table 4.57 





Error Wald Df Sig. Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 







Intercept .020 .933 .000 1 .983    
[Race Partner=0] .147 .743 .039 1 .844 1.158 .270 4.963 





[Race Partner=2] .361 .769 .221 1 .639 1.435 .318 6.476 
[Race Partner=3] .335 1.108 .092 1 .762 1.398 .159 12.277 
[Race Partner=5] 1.052 .797 1.743 1 .187 2.863 .601 13.642 
[Race Partner=6] .959 .892 1.158 1 .282 2.610 .455 14.990 
[Race Partner=7] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Class=1] -.509 .662 .593 1 .441 .601 .164 2.197 
[Class=2] .439 .623 .495 1 .481 1.551 .457 5.260 
[Class=3] .416 .644 .417 1 .518 1.516 .429 5.361 
[Class=4] -.342 .623 .301 1 .583 .710 .210 2.409 
[Class=5] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Hometown=1] .041 .503 .007 1 .935 1.042 .389 2.794 
[Hometown=2] .920 .380 5.855 1 .016 2.509 1.191 5.288 
[Hometown=3] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
Multiracial Intercept -18.773 .850 487.204 1 .000    
[Race Partner=0] 18.465 .616 898.940 1 .000 1.046E8 312700
07.875 
3.496E8 





[Race Partner=2] 18.458 .654 797.129 1 .000 1.038E8 288330
46.216 
3.740E8 
[Race Partner=3] 19.356 .986 385.244 1 .000 2.549E8 368918
60.461 
1.761E9 
[Race Partner=5] 18.677 .701 710.214 1 .000 1.292E8 327136
73.667 
5.103E8 
[Race Partner=6] 18.948 .000 . 1 . 1.694E8 1.694E8 1.694E8 
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[Race Partner=7] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Class=1] .457 .694 .432 1 .511 1.579 .405 6.157 
[Class=2] .856 .670 1.635 1 .201 2.354 .634 8.750 
[Class=3] 1.006 .687 2.142 1 .143 2.734 .711 10.511 
[Class=4] .341 .664 .263 1 .608 1.406 .382 5.173 
[Class=5] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Hometown=1] .230 .511 .203 1 .652 1.259 .463 3.426 
[Hometown=2] .930 .388 5.759 1 .016 2.534 1.186 5.417 
[Hometown=3] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
Situational Intercept -20.057 1.460 188.759 1 .000    




















[Race Partner=5] 19.265 1.010 363.930 1 .000 2.327E8 321447
05.506 
1.684E9 
[Race Partner=6] 18.514 .000 . 1 . 1.098E8 1.098E8 1.098E8 
[Race Partner=7] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Class=1] -.869 .836 1.080 1 .299 .419 .081 2.160 
[Class=2] -1.280 .839 2.324 1 .127 .278 .054 1.441 
[Class=3] -2.021 1.013 3.977 1 .046 .133 .018 .966 
[Class=4] -1.091 .793 1.893 1 .169 .336 .071 1.589 
[Class=5] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Hometown=1] 1.463 1.246 1.377 1 .241 4.317 .375 49.657 
[Hometown=2] 2.557 1.077 5.635 1 .018 12.902 1.562 106.587 
[Hometown=3] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
Extraracial Intercept -.800 1.450 .304 1 .581    
[Race Partner=0] .153 1.231 .015 1 .901 1.165 .104 13.015 





[Race Partner=2] -.564 1.382 .166 1 .683 .569 .038 8.545 
[Race Partner=3] .660 1.727 .146 1 .702 1.935 .066 57.094 
[Race Partner=5] 1.431 1.263 1.283 1 .257 4.183 .352 49.753 
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[Race Partner=6] 1.102 1.379 .638 1 .425 3.009 .201 44.937 
[Race Partner=7] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Class=1] .032 .919 .001 1 .973 1.032 .170 6.254 
[Class=2] -.795 .967 .676 1 .411 .452 .068 3.003 
[Class=3] -1.181 1.093 1.169 1 .280 .307 .036 2.612 
[Class=4] -.725 .924 .616 1 .433 .484 .079 2.961 
[Class=5] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
[Hometown=1] -.259 .769 .114 1 .736 .772 .171 3.482 
[Hometown=2] -.161 .598 .073 1 .787 .851 .263 2.750 
[Hometown=3] 0
c
 . . 0 . . . . 
a. The reference category is: 1. 
b. Floating point overflow occurred while computing this statistic. Its value is therefore set to 
system missing. 
c. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
 
Findings. There is no statistically significant relationship between other social 
identities and racial identity. 
Multiple Monoracial relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed 
because the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Monoracial 
identity. 
Multiracial relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Monoracial identity. 
Situational relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Situational identity and 
Monoracial Identity. 
Extraracial relative to Monoracial. This comparison was not analyzed because 
the regression model was found to be ineffective for predicting Extraracial identity and 
Monoracial identity. 
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Research Question 5. Do the four latent constructs (i.e. racial ancestry, physical 
appearance, cultural attachment, other social identities) emerge from a factor analysis of 
the survey variables? 
Null hypothesis. No latent constructs can be extracted from a factor analysis of 
the survey variables. 
 Analysis. A Principal Axis Factor (PAF) with a Varimax (orthogonal) rotation of 
54 questions from the Survey of Multiracial Identity Development of College Students 
was conducted on data gathered from 391 participants. In the table below, an examination 
of the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO), a statistic that 
indicates the proportion of variance in the selected variables that might be caused by 
underlying factors, suggested that the sample was factorable (KMO = 0.817). Also, 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is used to test the null hypothesis that the variables in the 
population correlation matrix are unrelated. The observed significance level is 0.000, 
which is small enough to reject the hypothesis. It was concluded that the strength of the 
relationship among variables was strong. Therefore, a factor analysis of the data could be 
conducted. 
Table 4.58 
Research Question 5: KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .817 
Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 





     
The following table includes communalities, which are estimates of the 
proportion of variance in a given variable explained by the extracted factors and may be 
interpreted as the reliability of the indicator. Small values indicate variables that do not fit 
well with the factor solution. After the first iteration, variables with communalities less 
than 0.50 were removed before performing the next iteration of the factor analysis. This 
practice continued until all variables had communalities greater than 0.50.  
After all variables with communalities less than 0.50 were removed from the 
analysis, the pattern of factor loadings was examined in the rotated factor matrix to 
identify variables that have complex structure. Complex structure occurs when one 
variable has high loadings or correlations (0.40 or greater) on more than one factor. 
Variables that load on only one factor are described as having simple structure. Variables 
with loadings of 0.40 or greater on more than one factor were removed, and another 
iteration of the factor analysis was performed. This practice continued until all variables 
had simple structure. 
After all issues with complex structure were resolved, the communalities were 
examined again. The process of eliminating variables with communalities less than 0.50 
continued again until all variables had communalities greater than 0.50. The following 
variables were removed from the analysis due to a low communality (below 0.50): race 
of mother, race of father, race of participant, expression, pressure, multiracial, creative, 
change, skin tone mother, physical features mother, physical features father, exotic, 
surprised, language mother, language father, gender, sexual orientation, race of partner, 
income, ability, nationality, hometown, hometown diversity, skin tone father, asked, 
127 
     
social groups mother, clear sense mother, cultural practices mother, social groups 
father, cultural practices father, mistakenly identified, feel good mother, talk mother, 
mixed heritage mother, identity search mother, and happy mother. The following 
variables were removed from the analysis because they loaded on more than one 
component, which created complex structures: identity search father, talk father, and 
mixed heritage father. After the seventh iteration of the factor analysis, all variables had 
communalities greater than 0.50 and simple structure as demonstrated in the tables below.  
Table 4.59 
Research Question 5: Communalities 
 Initial Extraction 
Think Mother .446 .541 
Belonging Mother .588 .581 
Relate Mother .572 .595 
Pride Mother .527 .527 
Attachments Mother .592 .676 
Clear Sense Father .556 .515 
Think Father .480 .794 
Happy Father .607 .582 
Belonging Father .707 .660 
Relate Father .680 .608 
Pride Father .614 .618 
Attachments Father .655 .650 
Feel Good Father .593 .572 
Age .618 .800 
Class .618 .766 







     
Table 4.60 




1 2 3 4 
Belonging Father .779 .220 .002 .072 
Attachments Father .766 .211 -.001 .135 
Happy Father .743 .171 -.024 .028 
Feel Good Father .737 .162 .030 -.036 
Pride Father .717 .316 -.054 .041 
Relate Father .716 .287 .002 .116 
Clear Sense Father .668 .220 .018 .144 
Attachments Mother .246 .771 .008 .146 
Relate Mother .262 .717 .066 .090 
Belonging Mother .267 .706 -.066 .082 
Pride Mother .289 .665 -.035 -.018 
Age -.021 -.011 .894 -.019 
Class .012 -.008 .873 .059 
Think Father .270 -.030 .037 .848 
Think Mother -.025 .211 .007 .704 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
  
The information in fifteen of the variables can be represented by four factors. 
Factor one includes the seven variables belonging father, attachments father, happy 
father, feel good father, pride father, relate father, and clear sense father. Factor two 
includes the four variables attachments mother, relate mother, belonging mother, and 
pride mother. Factor three includes the two variables age and class. Factor four includes 
the two variables think father and think mother.  
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 The next table, Total Variance Explained, includes the percent of variance 
explained by the extracted factors before rotation (Initial Eigenvalues) and after rotations 
(Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings). The initial number of factors is the same as the 
number of variables used in the factor analysis. However, not all of these factors were 
retained. According to this table, only four factors in the initial solution had eigenvalues 
greater than one. The eigenvalue for a given factor measures the variance in all the 
variables which is accounted for by that factor. Together, the first four factors accounted 
for approximately 72% of the variability of the original variables. This result suggests 
that four latent influences are associated with choice of racial identity for mixed race 
college students. After rotation, approximately 63% of the variation was explained, which 
was a 9% loss in explanation of the variation. The values in the final column in the table 












     
Table 4.61 
Research Question 5: Total Variance Explained 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 















1 5.914 39.426 39.426 5.520 36.800 36.800 4.118 27.453 27.453 
2 1.816 12.108 51.534 1.593 10.620 47.420 2.473 16.486 43.939 
3 1.640 10.934 62.467 1.238 8.250 55.670 1.578 10.519 54.458 
4 1.454 9.692 72.159 1.134 7.561 63.231 1.316 8.772 63.231 
5 .777 5.177 77.336       
6 .618 4.122 81.458       
7 .544 3.627 85.085       
8 .379 2.525 87.609       
9 .358 2.385 89.994       
10 .321 2.142 92.137       
11 .290 1.934 94.071       
12 .281 1.873 95.944       
13 .243 1.617 97.561       
14 .208 1.388 98.949       
15 .158 1.051 100.000       
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
  
The following Scree Plot is a simple line segment graph that shows the fraction of 
total variance in the data that is explained by each factor. The factors are plotted on the x-
axis, while the corresponding eigenvalues are plotted on the y-axis. The factors are 
ordered and labeled in decreasing order of contribution to the total variance.  In this 
graph, it is evident that the line becomes increasingly flat after the fourth factor, meaning 
that each successive factor is accounting for smaller and smaller amounts of the total 
variance. Therefore, this plot supports the extraction of four factors. 
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Figure 4.1 
Research Question 5: Scree Plot 
 
 
 Findings. Four factors emerged from a factor analysis of the survey variables in 
the Survey of Multiracial Identity Development of College Students. Factor one includes 
the seven variables belonging father, attachments father, happy father, feel good father, 
pride father, relate father, and clear sense father. Factor two includes the four variables 
attachments mother, relate mother, belonging mother, and pride mother. Factor three 
includes the two variables age and class. Factor four includes the two variables think 
132 
     
father and think mother. These factors explain 63.231% of the variance in the variables 
which are included in the factors. 
Research Question 6. Do ethnic identity search (a developmental and cognitive 
component) and affirmation, belonging and commitment (an affective component) 
emerge from a factor analysis of the variables from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity 
Measure? 
Null hypothesis. No latent constructs can be extracted from a factor analysis of 
variables from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure. 
Analysis. A Principal Axis Factor (PAF) with a Varimax (orthogonal) rotation of 
the 24 questions in the Survey of Multiracial Identity Development of College Students 
was conducted on data gathered from 419 participants, which is the total number of 
respondents who met the definition of the population being studied and who completed 
this section of the survey. These questions came directly from Phinney’s Multigroup 
Ethnic Identity Measure. In the table below, an examination of the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO), a statistic that indicates the proportion of 
variance in the selected variables that might be caused by underlying factors, suggested 
that the sample was factorable (KMO = 0.880). Also, Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is used 
to test the null hypothesis that the variables in the population correlation matrix are 
unrelated. The observed significance level is 0.000, which is small enough to reject the 
hypothesis. It was concluded that the strength of the relationship among variables was 
strong. Therefore, a factor analysis of the data could be conducted. 
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Table 4.62 
Research Question 6: KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .880 
Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 





The following table includes communalities, which are estimates of the 
proportion of variance in a given variable explained by the extracted factors and may be 
interpreted as the reliability of the indicator. Small values indicate variables that do not fit 
well with the factor solution. After the first iteration, variables with communalities less 
than 0.50 were removed before performing the next iteration of the factor analysis. This 
practice continued until all variables had communalities greater than 0.50.  
After all variables with communalities less than 0.50 were removed from the 
analysis, the pattern of factor loadings was examined in the rotated factor matrix to 
identify variables that have complex structure. Complex structure occurs when one 
variable has high loadings or correlations (0.40 or greater) on more than one factor. 
Variables that load on only one factor are described as having simple structure. Variables 
with loadings of 0.40 or greater on more than one factor were removed, and another 
iteration of the factor analysis was performed. This practice continued until all variables 
had simple structure. 
After all issues with complex structure were resolved, the communalities were 
examined again. The process of eliminating variables with communalities less than 0.50 
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continued again until all variables had communalities greater than 0.50. The following 
variables were removed from the analysis due to a low communality (below 0.50): social 
groups mother, clear sense mother, cultural practices mother, social groups father, 
cultural practices father, feel good mother, happy mother, identity search mother, 
belonging mother, and talk mother. The following variables were removed from the 
analysis because they loaded on more than one component, which created complex 
structures: talk father and identity search father. After the sixth iteration of the factor 
analysis, all variables had communalities greater than 0.50 and simple structure as 
demonstrated in the tables below.  
Table 4.63 
Research Question 6: Communalities 
 Initial Extraction 
Think Mother .437 .542 
Relate Mother .475 .504 
Pride Mother .525 .611 
Attachments Mother .543 .687 
Clear Sense Father .554 .517 
Think Father .476 .762 
Happy Father .603 .585 
Belonging Father .672 .662 
Relate Father .661 .615 
Pride Father .611 .620 
Attachments Father .646 .648 
Feel Good Father .587 .569 





     
Table 4.64 




1 2 3 
Belonging Father .785 .192 .088 
Attachments Father .756 .235 .147 
Happy Father .748 .153 .039 
Feel Good Father .736 .164 -.026 
Relate Father .711 .303 .131 
Pride Father .705 .347 .050 
Clear Sense Father .665 .223 .159 
Attachments Mother .234 .779 .162 
Pride Mother .264 .736 -.017 
Relate Mother .275 .645 .111 
Think Father .255 -.022 .835 
Think Mother -.030 .184 .712 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
 
 
 The information in twelve of the variables can be represented by three factors. 
Factor one includes the seven variables belonging father, attachments father, happy 
father, feel good father, relate father, pride father, and clear sense father. Factor two 
includes the three variables attachments mother, pride mother, and relate mother. Factor 
three includes the two variables think father and think mother.  
 The next table, Total Variance Explained, includes the percent of variance 
explained by the extracted factors before rotation (Initial Eigenvalues) and after rotations 
(Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings). The initial number of factors is the same as the 
number of variables used in the factor analysis. However, not all of these factors were 
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retained. According to this table, only three factors in the initial solution had eigenvalues 
greater than one. The eigenvalue for a given factor measures the variance in all the 
variables which is accounted for by that factor. Together, the first three factors accounted 
for approximately 70% of the variability of the original variables. This result suggests 
that three latent influences are associated with ethnic identity. After rotation, 
approximately 61% of the variation was explained, which was a 9% loss in explanation 
of the variation. The values in the final column in the table represent the distribution of 
the variance after the Varimax (orthogonal) rotation. 
Table 4.65 
Research Question 6: Total Variance Explained 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 















1 5.549 46.239 46.239 5.158 42.980 42.980 4.000 33.336 33.336 
2 1.532 12.767 59.006 1.162 9.684 52.664 2.004 16.696 50.032 
3 1.369 11.408 70.414 1.003 8.358 61.022 1.319 10.990 61.022 
4 .777 6.479 76.893       
5 .554 4.619 81.512       
6 .498 4.149 85.661       
7 .375 3.123 88.784       
8 .330 2.746 91.531       
9 .292 2.434 93.965       
10 .284 2.366 96.331       
11 .238 1.981 98.312       
12 .203 1.688 100.000       




     
 The following Scree Plot is a simple line segment graph that shows the fraction of 
total variance in the data that is explained by each factor. The factors are plotted on the x-
axis, while the corresponding eigenvalues are plotted on the y-axis. The factors are 
ordered and labeled in decreasing order of contribution to the total variance.  In this 
graph, it is evident that the line becomes increasingly flat after the third factor, meaning 
that each successive factor is accounting for smaller and smaller amounts of the total 
variance. Therefore, this plot supports the extraction of three factors. 
Figure 4.2 




     
 Findings. Three factors emerged from a factor analysis of the survey variables 
from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure. The information in twelve of the 
variables can be represented by three factors. Factor one includes the seven variables 
belonging father, attachments father, happy father, feel good father, relate father, pride 
father, and clear sense father. Factor two includes the three variables attachments 
mother, pride mother, and relate mother. Factor three includes the two variables think 
father and think mother. These factors explain 61.022% of the variance in the variables 
which are included in the factors. 
Research Question 7. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their 
institution’s office of multicultural affairs? 
Null hypothesis. There are no statistically significant differences between the 
levels of support from the office of multicultural affairs perceived by mixed race students 
of different racial identities.  
Analysis. The independent variable, called Office Support, was a measure of 
mixed race students’ responses to the question, “If your institution does have an office 
that deals with student diversity issues, do you feel supported by that office?” The 
response “yes” was assigned a value of 1, while the response “no” was assigned a value 
of 0. The factor was Racial Identity. This variable include the following categories: (a) 
Monoracial, (b) Multiple Monoracial, (c) Multiracial, (d) Situational, and (e) Extraracial. 
Because of the exploratory nature of this study, the alpha level was set at 0.10. 
Of the 231 mixed race students who responded to this question and indicated that 
their institution had an office of multicultural affairs, or an office that deals with student 
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diversity issues, 32 (13.85%) identified as Monoracial, 98 (42.42%) identified at Multiple 
Monoracial, 76 (32.90%) identified as Multiracial, 12 (5.19%) identified Situationally, 
and 13 (5.63%) identified Extraracially. Forty seven percent of mixed race students who 
identified Monoracially indicated that they felt supported by their institution’s office of 
multicultural affairs. Sixty six percent of students who identified Multiple Monoracially, 
82% of students who identified Multiracially, and 75% of students who identified 
Situationally responded positively regarding their perception of the support that they 
receive from their institution’s office of multicultural affairs. For Extraracial students, 
54% of the responses indicated a positive perception of their multicultural affairs office’s 
support for their racial identity. Descriptive statistics for each category of racial identity 
in response to the survey question regarding office support is summarized in the 
following table: 
Table 4.66 














Monoracial 32 .47 .507 .090 .29 .65 0 1 
Multiple 
Monoracial 
98 .66 .475 .048 .57 .76 0 1 
Multiracial 76 .82 .390 .045 .73 .90 0 1 
Situational 12 .75 .452 .131 .46 1.04 0 1 
Extraracial 13 .54 .519 .144 .22 .85 0 1 
Total 231 .68 .466 .031 .62 .74 0 1 
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One of the assumptions of ANOVA is that the categorical variables have similar 
variances. The table, Test Homogeneity of Variance as seen below, shows the result of 
Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variance, which tests for similar variances. Because 
the Levene’s F statistic was significant in this analysis, it must be concluded that the 
Racial Identities do not have similar variances. Therefore, the Robust Test of Equality of 
Means table below, rather than the ANOVA table, was referenced. With a p-value of 
0.012 for the Welch test and a p-value of 0.011 for the Brown-Forsythe test, it was 
determined that there were statistically significant differences  among the Racial Identity 
groups in regards to their perception of support received from their institution’s office of 
multicultural affairs. 
Table 4.67 
Research Question 7: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Office Support 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 








Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 3.172 4 .793 3.833 .005 
Within Groups 46.758 226 .207   




     
Table 4.69 




 df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch 3.645 4 41.517 .012 
Brown-Forsythe 3.519 4 76.008 .011 
a. Asymptotically F distributed. 
 
The preceding results indicated significant differences between the Racial Identity 
groups. The Multiple Comparisons table below shows which groups differed from each 
other. According to the Tukey post hoc test, there was a significant difference in the 
perception of office support between the Monoracial students and the Multiracial students 
(p = 0.347). There were no significant differences between the other Racial Identity 












     
Table 4.70 
Research Question 7: Multiple Comparisons 
 
 










e (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 










-.195 .093 .223 -.42 .03 
Multiracial -.347
*
 .096 .003 -.58 -.11 
Situational -.281 .154 .361 -.66 .10 
Extraracial -.070 .150 .990 -.44 .30 
Multiple 
Mono 
Monoracial .195 .093 .223 -.03 .42 
Multiracial -.153 .070 .186 -.32 .02 
Situational -.087 .139 .971 -.43 .26 
Extraracial .125 .134 .885 -.21 .46 
Multiracial Monoracial .347
*
 .096 .003 .11 .58 
Multiple 
Mono 
.153 .070 .186 -.02 .32 
Situational .066 .141 .990 -.28 .42 
Extraracial .277 .137 .254 -.06 .62 
Situational Monoracial .281 .154 .361 -.10 .66 
Multiple 
Mono 
.087 .139 .971 -.26 .43 
Multiracial -.066 .141 .990 -.42 .28 
Extraracial .212 .182 .773 -.24 .66 
Extraracial Monoracial .070 .150 .990 -.30 .44 
Multiple 
Mono 
-.125 .134 .885 -.46 .21 
Multiracial -.277 .137 .254 -.62 .06 
Situational -.212 .182 .773 -.66 .24 
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.10 level. 
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Findings. Overall, the majority of mixed race students who were aware of an 
office of multicultural affairs at their institution felt supported by that office. However, 
there was a statistically significant difference between the Racial Identity groups in their 
perception of office support as determined by the Welch test (p = 0.012) and the Brown-
Forsythe test (p = 0.011). Post hoc tests revealed that mixed race students who identified 
as Monoracial had a significantly lower perception of office support for their racial 
identity compared to their peers who identified as Multiracial. Conversely, mixed race 
students who identified as Multiracial had a significantly higher perception of office 
support for their racial identity compared to their peers who identified as Monoracial. 
There were no significant differences among the other Racial Identity groups. 
Research Question 8. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their institution? 
Null hypothesis. There are no statistically significant differences between the 
levels of institutional support perceived by mixed race college students of different racial 
identities. 
Analysis. The independent variable, called Institutional Support, was a measure 
of mixed race students’ responses to the question, “As a student, do you feel that your 
institution supports your racial identity?” The response “yes” was assigned a value of 1, 
while the response “no” was assigned a value of 0. The factor was Racial Identity. This 
variable included the following categories: (a) Monoracial, (b) Multiple Monoracial, (c) 
Multiracial, (d) Situational, and (e) Extraracial. Because of the exploratory nature of this 
study, the alpha level was set at 0.10. 
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Of the 450 mixed race students who responded to the survey question regarding 
their perception of institutional support for their racial identity, 57 (12.67%) identified as 
Monoracial, 184 (40.89%) identified as Multiple Monoracial, 160 (35.56%) identified as 
Multiracial, 27 (6.00%) identified Situationally, and 22 (4.89%) identified Extraracially. 
Seventy five percent of mixed race students who identified Monoracially indicated that 
they felt that their institution supported their racial identity. Eighty five percent of 
students who identified Multiple Monoracially, 84% of students who identified 
Multiracially, and 89% of students who identified Situationally responded positively 
regarding their perception of institutional support for their racial identity. For Extraracial 
students, 50% of the responses indicated a positive perception of institutional support for 
their racial identity. Descriptive statistics for each category of racial identity in response 
to the survey question regarding institutional support is summarized in the table below. 
Table 4.71 

















Monoracial 57 .75 .434 .058 .64 .87 0 1 
Multiple Monoracial 184 .85 .355 .026 .80 .90 0 1 
Multiracial 160 .84 .364 .029 .79 .90 0 1 
Situational 27 .89 .320 .062 .76 1.02 0 1 
Extraracial 22 .50 .512 .109 .27 .73 0 1 
Total 450 .82 .383 .018 .79 .86 0 1 
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 One of the assumptions of ANOVA is that the categorical variables have similar 
variances. The table, Test of Homogeneity of Variance as seen below, shows the result of 
Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variance, which tests for similar variances. Because 
the Levene’s F statistic was significant in this analysis, it must be concluded that the 
Racial Identities do not have similar variances. Therefore, the Robust Test of Equality of 
Means table below, rather than the ANOVA table, was referenced. With a p-value of 
0.020 for the Welch test and a p-value of 0.003 for the Brown-Forsythe test, it was 
determined that there were statistically significant differences among the Racial Identity 
groups in regards to their perception of institutional support for their racial identity. 
Table 4.72 
Research Question 8: Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Institutional Support 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
8.272 4 445 .000 
 
Table 4.73 
Research Question 8: ANOVA 
Institutional Support 
 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 2.918 4 .729 5.164 .000 
Within Groups 62.860 445 .141   






     
Table 4.74 




 df1 df2 Sig. 
Welch 3.108 4 82.606 .020 
Brown-Forsythe 4.354 4 115.950 .003 
a. Asymptotically F distributed. 
  
The preceding results indicated significant differences between the Racial Identity 
groups. The Multiple Comparisons table below shows which groups differed from each 
other. According to the Tukey post hoc test, there was a significant difference in the 
perception of institutional support between the Extraracial students and the Monoracial 
students (p = 0.056), the Extraracial students and the Multiple Monoracial students (p = 
0.000), the Extraracial students and the Multiracial students (0.001), and the Extraracial 
students and the Situational students (0.003). There were no significant differences 










     
Table 4.75 
Research Question 8: Multiple Comparisons 









Diff. (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 








Monoracial Multiple Mono. -.099 .057 .413 -.24 .04 
Multiracial -.089 .058 .536 -.23 .05 
Situational -.135 .088 .542 -.35 .08 
Extraracial .254
*
 .094 .056 .02 .49 
Multiple 
Mono. 
Monoracial .099 .057 .413 -.04 .24 
Multiracial .010 .041 .999 -.09 .11 
Situational -.036 .077 .991 -.23 .16 
Extraracial .353
*
 .085 .000 .14 .56 
Multiracial Monoracial .089 .058 .536 -.05 .23 
Multiple Mono. -.010 .041 .999 -.11 .09 
Situational -.045 .078 .978 -.24 .15 
Extraracial .344
*
 .085 .001 .13 .55 
Situational Monoracial .135 .088 .542 -.08 .35 
Multiple Mono. .036 .077 .991 -.16 .23 
Multiracial .045 .078 .978 -.15 .24 
Extraracial .389
*
 .108 .003 .12 .66 
Extraracial Monoracial -.254
*
 .094 .056 -.49 -.02 
Multiple Mono. -.353
*
 .085 .000 -.56 -.14 
Multiracial -.344
*
 .085 .001 -.55 -.13 
Situational -.389
*
 .108 .003 -.66 -.12 
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.10 level. 
 
 Findings. Overall, the majority of mixed race students indicated that they felt that 
their racial identity was supported by their institution. However, there was a statistically 
significant difference between the Racial Identity groups in their perception of 
institutional support as determined by the Welch test (p = 0.020) and the Brown-Forsythe 
test (p = 0.003). Post hoc tests revealed that mixed race students who identified 
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Extraracially had a significantly lower perception of institutional support for their racial 
identity compared to other mixed race students. There were no significant differences 
among the other Racial Identity groups.  
Summary 
There was a statistically significant relationship between the race of a student’s 
mother and the racial identity of the student. There was a statistically significant 
relationship between the race of a student’s father and the racial identity of the student. 
There was a statistically significant relationship between physical appearance and racial 
identity. There was a statistically significant relationship between cultural attachment and 
racial identity. There was no statistically significant relationship between other social 
identities and racial identity. Four factors emerged from a factor analysis of the survey 
variables in the Survey of Multiracial Identity Development of College Students. Three 
factors emerged from a factor analysis of the survey variables from Phinney’s Multigroup 
Ethnic Identity Measure. There were statistically significant differences between the 
levels of support from the office of multicultural affairs perceived by mixed race students 
of different racial identities. There were statistically significant differences between the 








The purpose of this chapter was to provide an interpretation of the results of this 
study and to offer recommendations for future research, policy, and practice. This chapter 
was divided into seven sections: (a) Overview of Relevant Literature, (b) Summary of 
Research Findings, (c) Discussion, (d) Limitations and Delimitations, (e) Implications for 
Future Research, (f) Implications for Policy and Practice, (g) Conclusion.  
Overview of Relevant Literature 
Race is a socially constructed concept (Payne, 2001). Therefore, racial identity is 
malleable, influenced by social and cultural factors. Racial identity is important because 
it is associated with psychological functioning (Sue & Sue, 2008). Scholarly research 
about racial identity, particularly mixed race identity development, has evolved 
throughout the last century. Early models of mixed race identity development, which 
described the identity development of mixed race people as marginalized and prone to 
negative psychological consequences (Stonequist, 1937), have given way to theories that 
recognize mixed race identity as a legitimate racial identity. Contemporary research 
demonstrates positive psychological outcomes for mixed race individuals who have the 
freedom to choose their own racial identity (Binning et al., 2009; Shih et al., 2007; Shih 
& Sanchez, 2004; Townsend et al., 2009). Therefore, institutional leaders, including 
student affairs professionals, are challenged to reconsider the structure of programs and 
150 
     
services at colleges and universities to ensure that they are inclusive of mixed race 
students.  
The population of mixed race college students is growing (United States Census 
Bureau, 2011a). Meanwhile, the body of student development literature, which has been 
shaped by the perceptions and experiences of monoracial students, provides a limited 
understanding of the racial identity development of mixed race college students (Renn, 
2004). The juxtaposition of these two realities demonstrates a need for focused 
exploration of the intersections of multiple racial identities on identity development.  
The purpose of this study was to identify the factors that influence mixed race 
college students’ choice of racial identity. Also, this study explored whether or not there 
are any differences among each of the racial identity groups’ perceptions of institutional 
support for multiracial college students. The goal of this research was to improve student 
affairs professionals’ understanding of racial identity development, so all students may be 
better served. 
The theoretical framework of this study was formed by Wijeyesinghe’s Factor 
Model of Multiracial Identity (FMMI), Renn’s Patterns of Multiracial Identity, and 
Chickering’s Theory of Psychosocial Identity Development. In this study, the 
hypothesized factors that influence mixed race students’ choice of racial identity included 
four of Wijeyesinghe’s FMMI factors: racial ancestry, physical appearance, cultural 
attachment, and other social identities (2001). Renn’s Patterns of Multiracial Identity—
Monoracial, Multiple Monoracial, Multiracial, Situational, and Extraracial—were used to 
categorize the participant’s choice of racial identity (2004). Chickering’s theory provided 
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a foundation for establishing the importance of racial identity development (1993). Also, 
Chickering noted that educational institutions have a substantial impact on student 
development—a detail that provides the impetus for higher education institutions and 
student affairs professionals to adhere to policies and practices that will support student 
development of all students, including mixed race students (1993). 
Summary of Research Findings 
Hypothesis one. Is there a relationship between questions about racial ancestry 
and racial identity? There was a relationship between the race of a student’s mother and 
the student’s choice of racial identity. Participants with Asian mothers were more than 
twice as likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.012) compared 
to students with mothers of other races. Participants with Black mothers were almost 
twice as likely to identify Monoracially (p = 0.079) compared to students with mothers of 
other races. Participants with White mothers were more than twice as likely to identify 
Situationally (p = 0.078) compared to students with mothers of other races. Participants 
with Biracial mothers were less than half as likely to express the Multiple Monoracial 
identity pattern (p = 0.001) and almost twice as likely to express the Multiracial identity 
pattern (p = 0.005) compared to students with mothers of other races. These results were 
summarized in Table 4.3. 
In some cases, the relationship between the mother’s race and the student’s choice 
of racial identity was dependent upon the race of the student’s father. According to Table 
4.5, participants with Black mothers were almost twice as likely to identify as Monoracial 
if their father was Hispanic (p = 0.028), Native American (p = 0.027), White (p = 0.034), 
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or Other (p = 0.032). Participants with Biracial mothers are more likely to identify as 
Monoracial if their father is Asian (p = 0.066), Hispanic (p = 0.061), Native American (p 
= 0.066), or Other (p = 0.059) as summarized in Table 4.10. 
Also, there was a relationship between the race of a student’s father and the 
student’s choice of racial identity. Participants with Asian fathers were approximately 2.4 
times more likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.038) and 
were less than half as likely to identify as Multiracial (p = 0.066) compared to students 
with fathers of other races. Participants with Black fathers were approximately half as 
likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.018) compared to 
students with fathers of other races. Participants with Hispanic fathers were twice as 
likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.014) and less than half as 
likely to identify as Multiracial (p = 0.010) compared to students with fathers of other 
races. Participants with Biracial fathers were less than half as likely to express the 
Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.000) and 1.5 times more likely to identify as 
Multiracial (p = 0.049) compared to students with fathers of other races. Participants who 
identified their father as Other were approximately twice as likely to express the Multiple 
Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.059) and less than half as likely to identify as 
Multiracial (p = 0.395) compared to students with fathers of other races. 
In some cases, the relationship between the father’s race and the student’s choice 
of racial identity was dependent upon the race of the student’s mother. According to 
Table 4.19, participants with Black fathers were more likely to identify as Multiracial if 
their mothers were Asian (p = 0.011), Hispanic (p = 0.007), Native American (p = 0.009), 
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or Other (p – 0.007). Participants were over four times more likely to identify 
Extraracially if their father was Native American and their mother was Black (p = 0.065), 
Hispanic (p = 0.056), White (p = 0.058), or Biracial (p = 0.058) as summarized in Table 
4.21. Participants were less likely to identify Monoracially if their father was White and 
their mother was Black (p = 0.006), Hispanic (p = 0.009), or Native American (p = 0.005) 
as summarized in Table 4.22. Finally, according to Table 4.23, participants with White 
fathers were more than twice as likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern 
if their mother was Black (p = 0.000), Hispanic (p = 0.000), Native American (p = 
0.000), or Biracial (p = 0.000). 
Hypothesis two. Is there a relationship between questions about physical 
appearance and racial identity? 
Multiple Monoracial relative to Monoracial. Students who indicated that people 
were never (p = 0.029), rarely (p = 0.007), or sometimes (p = 0.067) surprised when they 
told them their racial background were less likely to identify as Multiple Monoracial 
rather than Monoracial when compared to students who indicated that people were often 
surprised. Also, students who were never (p = 0.000), rarely (p = 0.004), or sometimes (p 
= 0.065) asked about their racial background were less likely to identify as Multiple 
Monoracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students who were often asked.  
Multiracial relative to Monoracial. Students who indicated that people were 
never (p = 0.046) surprised when they told them their racial background were less likely 
to identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students who 
indicated that people were often surprised. Students who indicated that their skin tone 
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was much lighter (p = 0.026) or lighter (p = 0.082) than the skin tone of people of their 
father’s race were more likely to identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when 
compared to students who indicated that their skin tone was much darker. Students who 
were never (p = 0.001) or rarely (p = 0.002) asked about their racial background were 
less likely to identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students 
were often asked. 
Hypothesis three. Is there a relationship between questions about cultural 
attachment and racial identity? 
Multiple Monoracial relative to Monoracial. Students who strongly disagreed (p 
= 0.044) or agreed (p = 0.000) that they were proud of their mixed heritage were less 
likely to identify as Multiple Monoracial rather than Monoracial when compared to 
students who strongly agreed that they were proud. Also, students who strongly disagreed 
that they were happy to be a member of their father’s racial group were less likely to 
identify as Multiple Monoracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students who 
strongly agreed that they were happy (p = 0.089).  Students who strongly disagreed (p = 
0.009) or agreed (p = 0.026) that they felt a strong attachment towards their father’s 
ethnic group were more likely to identify as Multiple Monoracial rather than Monoracial 
when compared to students who strongly agreed that they felt a strong attachment. 
Multiracial relative to Monoracial. Students who strongly disagreed (p = 0.015), 
disagreed (p = 0.034), or agreed (p = 0.000) that they were proud of their mixed heritage 
were less likely to identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when compared to 
students who strongly agreed that they were proud. Students who strongly disagreed that 
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they felt a strong attachment towards their father’s ethnic group were more likely to 
identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students who strongly 
agreed that they felt a strong attachment (p = 0.013). Students who agreed that they could 
speak their father’s native language were more likely to identify as Multiracial rather than 
Monoracial when compared to students who strongly agreed that they could speak their 
father’s native language (p = 0.030). 
Hypothesis four. Is there a relationship between questions about other social 
identities and racial identity? There was no statistically significant relationship between 
other social identities and racial identity. 
Hypothesis five. Do the four latent constructs (i.e. racial ancestry, physical 
appearance, cultural attachment, other social identities) emerge from a factor analysis of 
the survey variables? Four factors emerged from a factor analysis of the survey variables 
in the Survey of Multiracial Identity Development of College Students. Factor one 
included the seven variables belonging father, attachments father, happy father, feel good 
father, pride father, relate father, and clear sense father. Factor two included the four 
variables attachments mother, relate mother, belonging mother, and pride mother. Factor 
three included the two variables age and class. Factor four included the two variables 
think father and think mother. These factors explain 63.231% of the variance in the 
variables which are included in the factors. 
Hypothesis six. Do ethnic identity search (a developmental and cognitive 
component) and affirmation, belonging and commitment (an affective component) 
emerge from a factor analysis of the variables from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity 
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Measure? Three factors emerged from a factor analysis of the survey variables from 
Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure. The information in twelve of the 
variables could be represented by three factors. Factor one included the seven variables 
belonging father, attachments father, happy father, feel good father, relate father, pride 
father, and clear sense father. Factor two included the three variables attachments 
mother, pride mother, and relate mother. Factor three included the two variables think 
father and think mother. These factors explained 61.022% of the variance in the variables 
which were included in the factors. 
Hypothesis seven. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their 
institution’s office of multicultural affairs? Overall, the majority of mixed race students 
who were aware of an office of multicultural affairs at their institution felt supported by 
that office. However, there was a statistically significant difference between the Racial 
Identity groups in their perception of office support as determined by the Welch test (p = 
0.012) and the Brown-Forsythe test (p = 0.011). Post hoc tests revealed that mixed race 
students who identified as Monoracial had a significantly lower perception of office 
support for their racial identity compared to their peers who identified as Multiracial. 
Conversely, mixed race students who identified as Multiracial had a significantly higher 
perception of office support for their racial identity compared to their peers who 
identified as Monoracial. There were no significant differences among the other Racial 
Identity groups. 
Hypothesis eight. Do mixed race college students feel supported by their 
institution? Overall, the majority of mixed race students indicated that they felt that their 
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racial identity was supported by their institution. However, there was a statistically 
significant difference between the Racial Identity groups in their perception of 
institutional support as determined by the Welch test (p = 0.020) and the Brown-Forsythe 
test (p = 0.003). Post hoc tests revealed that mixed race students who identified 
Extraracially had a significantly lower perception of institutional support for their racial 
identity compared to other mixed race students. There were no significant differences 
among the other Racial Identity groups.  
Discussion 
 In this section, the results of this study are contextualized within the greater 
landscape of research about mixed race identity. The results of this study support 
previous scholarly work about mixed race identity, including Wijeyesinghe’s Factor 
Model of Multiracial Identity and Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure. 
Wijeyesinghe’s Factor Model of Multiracial Identity. The results of this study 
support the work of Wijeyesinghe. In a 2001 study, Wijeyesinghe’s Factor Model of 
Multiracial Identity proposed factors, including racial ancestry, physical appearance, 
cultural attachment, and other social identities, that influence an individual’s choice of 
racial identity. These factors served as part of the theoretical framework of this study.  
This study affirmed racial ancestry as a factor in the choice of racial identity 
choice of mixed race college students as proposed by Wijeyesinghe (2001). Based on 
hypothesis testing of research question one, there was a statistically significant 
relationship between the race of a student’s mother and the racial identity of the student. 
For example, mixed race college students with Asian mothers are more than twice as 
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likely to express the Multiple Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.012) compared to 
students with mothers of other races. In some cases, the relationship between the 
mother’s race and the student’s choice of racial identity was dependent upon the race of 
the student’s father. For example, participants with Black mothers are almost twice as 
likely to identify as Monoracial if their father was Hispanic (p = 0.028), Native American 
(p = 0.027), White (p = 0.034), or Other (p = 0.032). Similar relationships exist between 
mixed race college students’ choice of racial identity and the race of their father. 
Therefore, racial ancestry as a factor for choice of racial identity was quantitatively 
affirmed by this study. 
Historically, physical appearance has been related to perceptions of race (Payne, 
2001). Mixed race identity was no exception to this notion. Data collected and analyzed 
in this study supported the idea that physical appearance impacts choice of racial identity 
as proposed by Wijeyesinghe’s (2001). Based on hypothesis testing of research question 
two, there was a statistically significant relationship between physical appearance and 
racial identity. For example, students whose physical appearance often prompt others to 
ask them questions about their racial background were more likely to identify as mixed 
race, specifically Multiple Monoracial, rather than Monoracial. Students who were never 
(p = 0.000), rarely (p = 0.004), or sometimes (p = 0.065) asked about their racial 
background were less likely to identify as Multiple Monoracial rather than Monoracial 
when compared to students who were often asked. Furthermore, students who indicated 
that people were never (p = 0.029), rarely (p = 0.007) , or sometimes (p = 0.067) 
surprised when they told them their racial background were less likely to identify as 
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Multiple Monoracial rather than Monoracial when compared to students who indicated 
that people were often surprise. This statistic indicated that there was a relationship 
between physical appearance and mixed race students’ choice of racial identity when 
their physical appearance draws the attention of others. As another example, students 
who indicated that their skin tone was much lighter (p = 0.026) or lighter (p = 0.082) than 
the skin tone of people of their father’s race were more likely to identify as Multiracial 
rather than Monoracial when compared to students who indicated that their skin tone was 
much darker.  This study affirmed the relationship between physical appearance and 
racial identity. 
Additionally, hypothesis testing of research question three yielded evidence that 
there was a statistically significant relationship between cultural attachment and racial 
identity, which also supported Wijeyesinghe’s research. Cultural attachment was one of 
Wijeyesinghe’s proposed factors that influence racial identity (2001). For example, 
according to the data that was analyzed in this study, students who strongly disagreed (p 
= 0.015), disagreed (p = 0.034), or agreed (0.000) that they were proud of their mixed 
heritage were less likely to identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial when compared 
to students who strongly agreed that they were proud. In other words, students who 
strongly agreed that they were proud of their mixed race heritage were more likely to 
identify as Multiracial rather than Monoracial. Therefore, cultural attachment, or the way 
mixed race students felt about their ethnic background, had a relationship with their 
choice of racial identity. 
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However, the results of this study were not able to quantitatively support 
Wijeyesinghe’s qualitative research regarding other social identities and its influence on 
choice of racial identity. Based on hypothesis testing of research question four, there was 
no statistically significant relationship between other social identities and racial identity.  
Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure. The analysis of survey data 
also produced factors that impact mixed race students’ choice of racial identity. Four 
factors emerged from an exploratory factor analysis of 54 survey variables in the Survey 
of Multiracial Identity Development of College Students. However, these four factors 
were not the same factors that formed the theoretical framework of this study—racial 
ancestry, cultural attachment, physical appearance, and other social identities.  
Instead, factor one included the seven variables belonging father, attachments 
father, happy father, feel good father, pride father, relate father, and clear sense father. 
This factor included all of the variables that form a factor called affirmation, belonging, 
and commitment (an affective component) as a result of a factor analysis of Phinney’s 
Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (Roberts, Phinney, Masse, Chen, Roberts, & 
Romero, 1999). The variables in the current study are in relation to mixed race students’ 
feelings about their father’s ethnic group. Factor two included the four variables 
attachments mother, relate mother, belonging mother, and pride mother. This factor 
included four of the variables that form a factor that called affirmation, belonging, and 
commitment (an affective component) as a result of a factor analysis of Phinney’s 
Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (Roberts, Phinney, Masse, Chen, Roberts, & 
Romero, 1999). The variables in the current study were in relation to mixed race 
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students’ feelings about their mother’s ethnic group. Factor three included the two 
variables age and class. Together, these variables were called maturity because both of 
these variables are a function of time. Factor four included the two variables think father 
and think mother. These variables are a measure of a student’s response to the statement, 
“I think a lot about how my life will be affected by my ethnic group membership,” which 
was one of the questions on Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (1992). In the 
current study, students responded to this question twice—once in regards to their father’s 
ethnic group and once in regards to their mother’s ethnic group. In Phinney’s study, this 
variable was one of five variables that formed the factor ethnic identity search, which 
was a developmental and cognitive component. The results of this factor analysis 
paralleled the results of a factor analysis of the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure 
(Roberts, Phinney, Masse, Chen, Roberts, & Romero, 1999). 
In this study, three factors emerged from a factor analysis of the survey variables 
from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure. Factor one included the seven 
variables belonging father, attachments father, happy father, feel good father, relate 
father, pride father, and clear sense father. Factor two included the three variables 
attachments mother, pride mother, and relate mother. Factor three included the two 
variables think father and think mother. Similar to previously discussed factor analysis of 
54 survey variables in the Survey of Multiracial Identity Development of College 
Students,  the results of this exploratory factor analysis paralleled the results of a factor 
analysis of the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (Roberts, Phinney, Masse, Chen, 
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Roberts, & Romero, 1999). Therefore, the results of the current study supports Phinney’s 
Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure with quantitative data from 419 mixed race students. 
Institutional support for mixed race college students. The results of this study 
yielded statistically significant differences between the levels of support from the office 
of multicultural affairs that was perceived by mixed race students of different racial 
identities. There were statistically significant differences between the levels of 
institutional support perceived by mixed race college students of different racial 
identities. While the majority of participants in this study showed positive perceptions of 
institutional support, significant percentages of mixed race students (25% of Monoracial 
students, 15% of Multiple Monoracial students, 16% of Multiracial students, 11% of 
Situational students, and 50% of Extraracial students) indicated they felt that their racial 
identity was not supported by their college or university. This (perception of a) lack of 
support for mixed race students is troubling, particularly as the population of mixed race 
students increases in higher education. 
Limitations and Delimitations 
The limitations of this study included sample selection, sample size, geographic 
location, and researcher bias. First, sample selection was a limitation because participants 
were self-selected. It may be that multiracial participants who identified with multiple 
racial groups are at a more advanced level of identity development relative to their 
multiracial counterparts who identified with single racial groups (Binning, Unzueta, Huo, 
& Molina, 2009, p. 47). The assumption was that there was no difference among the 
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factors that contribute to the racial identity of mixed race college students who choose to 
participate in this study and those who do not choose to participate.  
Also, sample size was a potential limitation because a large sample size was 
required to have significant results. Therefore, if there are too few participants who are of 
a particular racial mixture or a particular racial identity, then there may not be enough 
participants to have any significant differences. For example, the number of participants 
whose racial ancestry included Native Americans was very small. 
Geographic location of the study was a delimitation for this study. All participants 
were sampled from institutions that belong to the University System of Georgia. 
Therefore, all participants in this study attended public, four-year higher education 
institutions in the South, specifically in Georgia. The cultural contexts in which the 
individuals sampled live and learn have impacted their development and may have 
impacted their choice of racial identity. Therefore, the results of this study may not be 
generalized to all geographic areas of the United States. 
Finally, the potential for researcher bias existed because the researcher identifies 
as multiracial. As a former member of the population being studied, the researcher may 
identify with some of the participants of the study or some of their responses. Through 
the process of editing and revision, great care was taken to report the results of this study 
without reflecting a biased perspective.  
Implications for Future Research 
Increasing racial diversity in the United States has implications for higher 
education in this country. Researchers have suggested that educators need to place more 
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emphasis on issues concerning diversity and that diversity needs to become a central 
theme in schools (Armstrong, Henson & Savage, 2001). It is imperative for educators to 
be familiar with the factors that influence student development, including race. Also, they 
should know about the theory and history of race, racial categorization, and mixed race 
people in the United States to understand the complicated landscape in which students 
live and learn (Renn, 2004). Thus, additional research is needed to better understand the 
issue of race in the United States and its impact on student development.  
Research about mixed race identity development, particularly in higher education 
and student affairs, is still very much in the beginning stages of its development. 
However, this research area is growing quickly. In the meantime, scholars in higher 
education and student affairs must look to other disciplines, such as psychology, 
sociology, history, political science, public health, cultural and ethnic studies, and social 
work, for information that relates to mixed race individuals and their racial identity 
development.  
This study was a response to a need for quantitative research about mixed race 
college students. This quantitative study allowed the aggregated experiences of over 450 
students to be examined for patterns that may be generalized. The purpose of this study 
was to identify the factors that influence mixed race college students’ choice of racial 
identity and to explore whether or not there are any differences among each of the racial 
identity groups’ perceptions of institutional support for mixed race college students. 
However, there is far more work to be done in this area of research. This section includes 
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suggestions for future research that are based on the results of this study and the 
applicable literature.  
Gender. This study yielded significant results regarding cultural attachment as a 
factor that influences a student’s racial identity. There was a statistically significant 
relationship between racial identity and attachment to the culture of the father. However, 
there was no statistically significant relationship between racial identity and attachment 
to the culture of the mother. Also, more variables associated with fathers were found to 
have significant influence on racial identity compared to the number of significant 
variables associated with mothers. Factor analyses of survey variables yielded a factor 
composed of seven variables related to a student’s attachment to the culture of their 
father, including belonging father, attachments father, happy father, feel good father, 
pride father, relate father, and clear sense father. In comparison, factor analyses of 
survey variables yielded a factor composed of only four variables related to a student’s 
attachment to the culture of their mother, including attachments mother, relate mother, 
belonging mother, and pride mother. Therefore, a student’s attachment to their father’s 
culture seemed to be more significant as a factor in their choice of racial identity 
compared to their attachment to their mother’s culture.  
Also, this study yielded significant results regarding a student’s racial ancestry 
and their choice of racial identity. There was a relationship between the race of a 
student’s mother and the student’s choice of racial identity. Also, there was a relationship 
between the race of a student’s father and the student’s choice of racial identity. 
Interestingly, this study yielded more significant results when examining the relationship 
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between the race of a student’s father and racial identity compared to the number of 
significant results when examining the relationship between the race of a student’s 
mother and racial identity. Therefore, the race of a student’s father seemed to be more 
significant as a factor in their choice of racial identity compared to the race of a student’s 
mother.  
However, it should be noted that approximately 75% of the participants in this 
study were female. Why does a student’s attachment to their father’s culture and the race 
their father seem to be more significant as a factor in their choice of racial identity 
compared to their attachment to their mother’s culture and the race of their mother? 
Could issues of gender have influenced the results of this study? Perhaps the dynamics of 
father-daughter relationships versus mother-daughter relationships have some effect on a 
student’s choice of racial identity. These questions should be addressed in future studies. 
Qualitative studies. This quantitative study allowed the aggregated experiences 
of over 450 students to be examined for patterns that may be generalized. However, a 
deeper look at the reasons behind the current findings will require future qualitative 
research.  
For example, data collected in this study show that there is a relationship between 
the race of a student’s mother and the student’s choice of racial identity. Findings suggest 
that participants with Asian mothers are more than twice as likely to express the Multiple 
Monoracial identity pattern (p = 0.012) compared to students with mothers of other races, 
while participants with Black mothers are almost twice as likely to identify Monoracially 
(p = 0.079). Meanwhile, participants with White mothers are more than twice as likely to 
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identify Situationally (p = 0.078) compared to students with mothers of other races. 
Why? What factors account for the relationship between the race of a student’s mother 
and the student’s choice of racial identity? Future qualitative studies may explain these 
results. 
Institutional support. In this study, there was a statistically significant difference 
between the Racial Identity groups in their perception of support from their institution’s 
multicultural affairs office. Post hoc tests revealed that mixed race students who 
identified as Monoracial had a significantly lower perception of institutional support for 
their racial identity compared to their peers who identified as Multiracial. Conversely, 
mixed race students who identified as Multiracial had a significantly higher perception of 
institutional support for their racial identity compared to their peers who identified as 
Monoracial. Why? Is there a relationship between institutional support and a student’s 
choice of racial identity? If so, what factors might explain a relationship between 
institutional support and a student’s choice of racial identity? Future qualitative research 
may provide some insight. 
Confirmatory factor analysis. Future scholars may seek to continue this line of 
research by conducting a confirmatory factor analysis to address research questions six 
and seven. These research questions specified a factor analysis as the methodology used 
to identify latent constructs. Based on Wijeyesinghe’s Factor Model of Multiracial 
Identity, four factors—racial ancestry, physical appearance, cultural attachment, and 
other social identities—may be hypothesized factors. Therefore, the next step in this line 
of inquiry is to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis to determine if these hypothesized 
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factors do emerge as latent variables when trying to predict students’ choice of racial 
identity. The same analysis should be applied to examine the hypothesized latent 
variables in Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure. 
Structural equation modeling. Future research should include structural 
equation modeling to address the question, “Is there a multiple correlation between the 
four latent constructs (i.e. racial ancestry, physical appearance, cultural attachment, other 
social identities) and racial identity?” The null hypothesis for this research question 
would be, “There is no linear relationship between the four latent constructs (i.e. racial 
ancestry, physical appearance, cultural attachment, other social identities) and racial 
identity.” It is recommended that future scholarly work in this area should address this 
question. 
Implications for Policy and Practice 
The goal of this research was to improve student affairs professionals’ 
understanding of racial identity development, so all students may be better served. This 
section includes suggestions for action that are based on the results of this study and the 
applicable literature. These implications include modifications to current policies and 
practices as well as new initiatives. Some of these recommendations may find greater 
applicability on certain campuses, but the implementation of each of these 
recommendations is worth considering to improve the experience of mixed race students. 
Put theory to practice in student affairs. Student affairs professionals provide 
services, programs, and resources that help students learn and grow outside the classroom 
(NASPA, 2010). To help students grow holistically, the work of student affairs 
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professionals is influenced by student development theories. One aim of professional 
education in student affairs is to assist students in devising strategies for applying 
theories to situations and people involved in higher education (Creamer & Winston, 
2002). Student development theories provide a foundation for the practice of the student 
affairs profession in the United States. By using theory to inform practice, higher 
education and student affairs professionals must engage in a critical examination of 
theories (Patton, McEwen, Rendón, & Howard-Hamilton, 2007).  
Research about mixed race identity development, particularly in higher education 
and student affairs, is still very much in the beginning stages of its development. 
However, this research area is growing quickly. It is not enough to simply read research 
studies about mixed race college students. Student affairs professionals must take the 
next step by implementing the recommendations for policy and practiced that are 
described in this chapter.  
Offer more options for students to express their racial identity. One 
implication for policy is to offer students the freedom to choose their own racial identity. 
As of 2010, federal reporting standards require universities to allow individuals to select 
multiple racial categories. This federal standard signifies progress beyond the limiting 
monoracial categories previously recognized by the United States government. However, 
institutions should take this standard one step further by allowing students to identify as 
mixed race or multiracial.  
Multiracial identity is a distinct identity, separate from a racial identity composed 
of multiple monoracial categories. Therefore, the ability to check multiple boxes to 
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indicate an individual’s race is not equivalent to checking one “multiracial” box. Of the 
454 participants in this study, 60 (13.2%) identified as Monoracial, 179 (39.2%) 
identified as Multiple Monoracial, 163 (35.9%) identified as Multiracial, 28 (6.2%) 
identified Situationally, and 24 (5.3%) identified Extraracially. The variety of ways in 
which the participants in this study chose to identify themselves reflects the broad range 
of racial identities that are available as options for mixed race students. The ability to 
choose a racial category that reflects an individual’s own racial identity is a validating 
experience, which has been associated with positive psychological well-being and social 
engagement. Being able to choose to identify with more than one race has positive 
psychological outcome, such as higher self-esteem, higher efficacy of possible selves, 
and lower stereotype vulnerability, which are related to higher academic achievement 
(Binning et al., 2009; Shih et al., 2007; Shih & Sanchez, 2004; Townsend et al., 2009). 
Also, research demonstrated negative consequences of constraining mixed race 
individuals’ expression of their chosen racial identity, including lower subsequent 
motivation and self-esteem (Townsend, Markus, & Bergsieker, 2009). 
When possible, institutions should offer a broad range of racial categories when 
asking students to identify their race. Additionally, institutions might consider including 
open-ended questions regarding race, allowing students to identify their race in their own 
terms. At the very least, admissions applications and other university documents should 
include a “multiracial” option for students to identify their race. On an institutional level, 
accurate self-identification of mixed race students allows colleges and universities to 
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provide programs and services that might be useful for student success, learning, and 
development (Renn, 2009).   
Design support programs and services for mixed race students. When 
designing and implementing programs concerning diversity, inclusion, and multicultural 
affairs, keep mixed race students in mind. Offices of multicultural affairs are a standard 
component of student affairs divisions within colleges and universities across the United 
States. However, multicultural student programs and services too often revolve around 
rigid standardized racial categories, and mixed race students are overlooked. For 
example, colleges and universities regularly offer a variety of academic, social, and 
support systems for students from underrepresented groups, including racial affiliation 
groups. However, only a small number of institutions offer activities such as student 
organizations or cultural events specifically for multiracial students (Renn, 2009). As a 
result, significant percentages of mixed race students indicated that they felt that their 
racial identity was not supported by their college or university. This (perception of a) lack 
of support for mixed race students is troubling, particularly as the population of mixed 
race students increases in higher education.  
Too often, institutional practices do not promote or accommodate biracial or 
multiracial identities (Townsend, Markus, & Bergsieker, 2009). Colleges and universities 
with monoracial cultural centers pose a challenge for mixed race students (Roper & 
McAloney, 2010). Roper and McAloney pose questions like, “Are we asking students to 
deny a part of themselves in order to identify with another part?” and “How does this 
current design for the delivery of cultural programs and services help with the students’ 
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identity development?” (2010, p. 2). College is a critical period in which students learn 
about themselves and their identity. Roper and McAloney also advocated for student 
affairs leaders to rethink the structure of cultural programs and services at colleges and 
universities to ensure that they are inclusive of the needs of mixed race students (2010).  
Student affair professionals might consider supporting a truly multicultural 
student organization. For example, in addition to Asian Students United, Black Student 
Alliance, and Hispanic Organization for Leadership and Achievement (HOLA), the 
Office of Multicultural Affairs at Roanoke College advises a student organization called 
Shades of Maroon. Maroon is one of Roanoke College’s colors, and this student 
organization is dedicated to planning events and addressing issues of diversity broadly 
defined. While none of the organizations at Roanoke College are restricted to students of 
a particular race, Shades of Maroon is unique because it embraces diversity without 
emphasizing any particular racial group.  
Spread the word. Also, in this study, only 231 out of 454 total participants 
indicated that their institution had an office that deals with student diversity issues. In 
fact, all of the institutions included in this study have such an office. Therefore, almost 
half of the students who participated in this study were unaware of their institution’s 
office of multicultural affairs. Overall, the majority of students who participated in this 
study felt supported by their institution, and if they were aware of a multicultural affairs 
office, they felt supported by that office.  As a result, the students who were unaware of 
the programs and services dedicated to address student diversity issues were missing a 
source of support. Therefore, multicultural affairs offices should take measures to ensure 
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that all students—not just those who identify as a minority—are aware of the programs 
and services that they offer. 
Don’t assume. Student affairs practitioners should refrain from making 
assumptions about a student’s race and should allow students to express their own racial 
identity. Results of this study suggest that physical appearance may be inconsistent with a 
student’s racial identity. Rather than making assumptions, allow students to express their 
own racial identity. 
Conclusion 
 This study yielded significant results that supported the previous research of other 
scholars, including Wijeyesinghe (2001) and Phinney (1999). Implications for future 
research included conducting qualitative studies, particularly regarding institutional 
support programs and services for mixed race students. Another recommendation for 
future research was to extend this study’s line of research by conducting confirmatory 
factor analysis and structural equation modeling. Implications for policy and practice are 
to put theory to practice in student affairs, offer more choices for mixed race students to 
express their racial identity, design institutional support programs and services for mixed 
race students, widely advertise these support programs and services to all students, and 
refrain from making assumptions about racial identity.  
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Appendix A 
 
Survey of Multiracial Identity Development of College Students 
 
 
Section 1: Racial Ancestry. 
 
The U.S. government has issued guidelines that provide standards for racial and ethnic 
categorization. Please indicate how you and your parents are usually classified when 
asked to select one category to identify your race. 
 
1. Which single category best describes your mother’s race? (please select one 
answer) 
A. Asian 
B. Black or African American 
C. Hispanic or Latino 
D. Native American 
E. White 
F. Biracial or Multiracial 
G. Other: _______ 
H. Unknown 
 
2. Which single category best describes your father’s race? (please select one 
answer) 
A. Asian 
B. Black or African American 
C. Hispanic or Latino 
D. Native American 
E. White 
F. Biracial or Multiracial 
G. Other: _______ 
H. Unknown 
 
3. When asked to select one category to identify your race, which category best 
describes your race? (please select one answer) 
A. Asian 
B. Black or African American 
C. Hispanic or Latino 
D. Native American 
E. White 
F. Biracial or Multiracial 




     
Section 2: Racial Identity. 
 
When given the freedom to express your racial identity, please describe how you choose 
to identify yourself. 
 
4. Which category or categories describe how you identify your race? (please select 
all that apply) 
A. Asian 
B. Black or African American 
C. Hispanic or Latino 
D. Native American 
E. White 
F. Biracial or Multiracial 
G. Other: _______ 
 
5. Which statement most closely describes the way you choose to identify your race? 
A.  Monoracial Identity (“I’m Black.” “I’m Asian.”) 
B. Multiple Monoracial Identities (“I’m half White and half Chinese.” “I am 
Mexican and Black”) 
C.  Multiracial Identity (“I’m biracial.” “I’m mixed.”) 
D.  Extraracial Identity (“I won’t check any boxes.” “I don’t believe in having a 
race.”) 
E. Situational Identity (“When I’m with my fraternity, I’m like them – White. 
When I’m with the Japan Club, I’m Japanese American. And when I’m home 
I’m hapa.”) 
 
6. I change how I express myself or act differently depending on where I am (e.g., 
home, school, work). 
_____ Never     _____ Rarely     _____ Sometimes     _____ Often 
 
7. I feel pressured to choose one race. 
_____ Never     _____ Rarely     _____ Sometimes     _____ Often 
 
8. I describe myself as multiracial (e.g., biracial, mixed race, mixed heritage). 
_____ Never     _____ Rarely     _____ Sometimes     _____ Often 
 
9. I like to creatively label my racial background (e.g., “Cablinasian” or “Blaxican” 
or “CaucAsian”) 
_____ Never     _____ Rarely     _____ Sometimes     _____ Often 
 
10. Has your choice of racial identity (the way you choose to identify your race) 
changed over time? 
A. Yes 
B. No  
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Section 3: Physical Appearance. 
 
An individual’s physical appearance has been associated with their choice of racial 
identity (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). Please answer the following questions regarding your 
physical appearance. 
 
11. Compared to other people of my mother’s race, my skin tone is 
___ Much Lighter    ___ Lighter    ___ Similar    ___ Darker    ___ Much Darker 
 
12. Compared to other people of my father’s race, my skin tone is 
___ Much Lighter    ___ Lighter    ___ Similar    ___ Darker    ___ Much Darker 
 
13. My physical features are similar to the physical features of other people of my 
mother’s race. 
__Very Similar   __Somewhat Similar   __Somewhat Different   __Very Different 
 
14. My physical features are similar to the physical features of other people of my 
father’s race. 
__Very Similar   __Somewhat Similar   __Somewhat Different   __Very Different 
 
15. I am mistakenly identified as a member of another racial or ethnic group. 
_____ Never     _____ Rarely     _____ Sometimes     _____ Often 
 
16. People see me as “unique” or “exotic.” 
_____ Never     _____ Rarely     _____ Sometimes     _____ Often 
 
17. I am asked, “Where are your parents from?” or “What are you?” 
_____ Never     _____ Rarely     _____ Sometimes     _____ Often 
 
18. Others are surprised when I tell them my racial background. 




     
Section 4: Cultural Attachment. 
 
Every person is born into an ethnic group, or sometimes more than one group, but people 
differ on how important their ethnicity is to them, how they feel about it, and how much 
their behavior is affected by it.  
 
 In this section, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement 
regarding your mother’s ethnic group. 
 
19. I have spent time trying to find out more about my own ethnic group, such as its 
history, traditions, and customs. 
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
20. I am active in organizations or social groups that include mostly members of my 
own ethnic group. 
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
21. I have a clear sense of my ethnic background and what it means for me.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
22. I think a lot about how my life will be affected by my ethnic group membership.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
23. I am happy that I am a member of the group I belong to.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
24. I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
25. I understand pretty well what my ethnic group membership means to me, in terms 
of how to relate to my own group and other groups.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
26. In order to learn more about my ethnic background, I have often talked to other 
people about my ethnic group.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
27. I have a lot of pride in my ethnic group and its accomplishments.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
28. I participate in cultural practices of my own group, such as special food, music, or 
customs.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
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29. I feel strong attachments towards my own ethnic group.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
30. I feel good about my cultural or ethnic background.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
31. I can speak the native language of my mother. 
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
32. I am proud of my mixed race heritage. 
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
 
In this section, please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement 
regarding your father’s ethnic group. 
 
33. I have spent time trying to find out more about my own ethnic group, such as its 
history, traditions, and customs. 
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
34. I am active in organizations or social groups that include mostly members of my 
own ethnic group. 
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
35. I have a clear sense of my ethnic background and what it means for me.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
36. I think a lot about how my life will be affected by my ethnic group membership.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
37. I am happy that I am a member of the group I belong to.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
38. I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
39. I understand pretty well what my ethnic group membership means to me, in terms 
of how to relate to my own group and other groups.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
40. In order to learn more about my ethnic background, I have often talked to other 
people about my ethnic group.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
180 
     
41. I have a lot of pride in my ethnic group and its accomplishments.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
42. I participate in cultural practices of my own group, such as special food, music, or 
customs.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
43. I feel strong attachments towards my own ethnic group.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
44. I feel good about my cultural or ethnic background.  
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
45. I can speak the native language of my father. 
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
46. I am proud of my mixed race heritage. 
____ Strongly Disagree     ____ Disagree     ____ Agree     ____ Strongly Agree 
 
 
Section 5: Other Social Identities. 
 
Social identities, such as gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and socioeconomic class, 
have been associated with an individual’s choice of racial identity (Wijeyesinghe, 2001). 
Please answer the following questions regarding your social identities. 
 




48. What is your date of birth? (mm/dd/yyyy) _______ 
 





E. 5th-year senior or more 
 
50. What is your sexual orientation? 




     
51. Which category best describes the race of your partner (boyfriend, girlfriend, 
husband, wife, etc.)? (please select one answer) 
A. Asian 
B. Black or African American 
C. Hispanic or Latino 
D. Native American 
E. White 
F. Biracial or Multiracial 
G. Other: _______ 
H. I do not have a partner. 
 
52. What is your parents’ total annual income? 





F. More than $150,000 
G. I don’t know. 
H. I prefer not to answer. 
 
53. How would you describe your physical ability? 
A. Able-bodied 
B. Physically challenged 
 
54. Where were you born? 
A. United States 
B. Outside the United States 
 
55. Where did you spend most of your childhood years before coming to college? 
State: _______ 
 





57. In your opinion, how racially diverse was your hometown community? 
A. Not diverse at all 
B. Very little diversity 
C. Some diversity 




     
Section 6: Institutional Characteristics. 
 
In this section, please describe the college or university in which you are currently 
enrolled. 
 
58. What is the name of your college or university? _______ 
 
59. In your opinion, how racially diverse is your institution? 
A. Not diverse at all 
B. Very little diversity 
C. Some diversity 
D. Very diverse 
 
60. Does your institution have an office of multicultural affairs or a similar office 




61. If your institution does have an office that deals with student diversity issues, do 
you feel supported by that office? 
A. Yes 
B. No 
C. Not applicable 
 
 
62. Are you a member of any clubs or organizations dedicated to issues of racial 









     
Appendix B 
 
The Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM)  
 
The MEIM was originally published in the following article: 
 
Phinney, J. (1992). The Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure: A new scale for use with 
adolescents and young adults from diverse groups. Journal of Adolescent 
Research, 7, 156-176. 
 
 It has subsequently been used in dozens of studies and has consistently shown 
good reliability, typically with alphas above .80 across a wide range of ethnic groups and 
ages.  On the basis of recent work, including a factor analysis of a large sample of 
adolescents*, it appears that the measure can best be thought of as comprising two 
factors, ethnic identity search (a developmental and cognitive component) and 
affirmation, belonging, and commitment (an affective component).  Two items have been 
dropped and a few minor modifications have been made.  Attached is the current revision 
of the measure, without the measure of Other-group orientation.  The two factors, with 
this version, are as follows: ethnic identity search, items 1, 2, 4, 8, and 10; affirmation, 
belonging, and commitment, items 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12.  (None of the items are reversed.)  
The preferred scoring is to use the mean of the item scores; that is, the mean of the 12 
items for an over-all score, and, if desired, the mean of the 5 items for search and the 7 
items for affirmation.  Thus the range of scores is from 1 to 4. 
 The suggested ethnic group names in the first paragraph can be adapted to 
particular populations.  Items 13, 14, and 15 are used only for purposes of identification 
and categorization by ethnicity. 
 The Other-group orientation scale, which was developed with the original MEIM, 
is not included, as it is considered to be a separate construct.  It can, of course, be used in 
conjunction with the MEIM. 
 Translations of the measure into Spanish and French now exist and are available, 
but we currently have no information on their reliability.   
 No written permission is required for use of the measure.  However, if you decide 
to use the measure, please send me a summary of the results and a copy of any papers or 
publications that result from the study. 
 
Jean S. Phinney, Ph.D. 
Department of Psychology 
California State University, Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, CA 90032-8227 
Phone: 323 343-2261, FAX: 323 343-2281 
E-mail: jphinne@calstatela.edu 
 
*Roberts, R., Phinney, J., Masse, L., Chen, Y., Roberts, C., & Romero, A. (1999). The 
structure of ethnic identity in young adolescents from diverse ethnocultural 
groups. Journal of Early Adolescence, 19, 301-322. 
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In this country, people come from many different countries and cultures, and there are 
many different words to describe the different backgrounds or ethnic groups that people 
come from. Some examples of the names of ethnic groups are Hispanic or Latino, Black 
or African American, Asian American, Chinese, Filipino, American Indian, Mexican 
American, Caucasian or White, Italian American, and many others.  These questions are 
about your ethnicity or your ethnic group and how you feel about it or react to it. 
 
Please fill in: In terms of ethnic group, I consider myself to be ____________________ 
 
Use the numbers below to indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement.  
 
(4) Strongly agree     (3) Agree     (2) Disagree     (1) Strongly disagree   
 
1. I have spent time trying to find out more about my ethnic group, such as its history, 
traditions, and customs.        
2. I am active in organizations or social groups that include mostly members of my own ethnic  
group.        
3. I have a clear sense of my ethnic background and what it means for me. 
4. I think a lot about how my life will be affected by my ethnic group membership. 
5. I am happy that I am a member of the group I belong to.  
6. I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group. 
7. I understand pretty well what my ethnic group membership means to me. 
8. In order to learn more about my ethnic background, I have often talked to other people about 
my ethnic group. 
9. I have a lot of pride in my ethnic group. 
10. I participate in cultural practices of my own group, such as special food, music, or customs. 
11. I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic group. 
12. I feel good about my cultural or ethnic background. 
 
13. My ethnicity is   
 (1) Asian or Asian American, including Chinese, Japanese, and others 
 (2) Black or African American  
 (3) Hispanic or Latino, including Mexican American, Central American, and others  
 (4) White, Caucasian, Anglo, European American; not Hispanic  
 (5) American Indian/Native American 
 (6) Mixed; Parents are from two different groups 
 (7) Other (write in): _____________________________________  
 
14. My father's ethnicity is (use numbers above) 
15. My mother's ethnicity is (use numbers above)  
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Appendix C 
 
Invitation to Participate in Study 
 
Sender: Helen Diamond Steele 
 




I am writing to invite you to participate in my dissertation research study titled “Racial 
Identity Development of Mixed Race College Students.” The purpose of this study is to 
identify the factors that influence mixed race college students' choice of racial identity. We are 
conducting the survey among mixed race college students in Georgia. 
 
This study involves completing an online questionnaire. Participation in this study is 
entirely voluntary, such that refusal to participate will not involve penalty or loss of 
benefits. You may discontinue participation at any time without penalty. Completion of 
the survey will take approximately 15 minutes and all information collected will be kept 
confidential.  
 
There are no known risks associated with this project. You will receive no direct benefit 
from participation; however, the result of this research and your participation may be of 
significant value to mixed race college students and those who support their racial 
identity development. 
 
All collected data will be maintained on a secure website or password-protected 
computer. 
Presentations or publications of the study will be based on grouped data and will not 
reveal your identity. 
 
When you are ready to complete the survey, either click on the link below or copy and 
paste it into your Web browser. 
 
To participate in the survey, please go to:  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/mixedracecollegestudents 
 
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please 
contact Helen Diamond Steele at Clemson University at 864-207-3421. If you have 
any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact the 
Clemson University Office of Research Compliance at 864.656.6460. 
 
Thank you very much for helping with this important study.  
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Appendix D 
 
Reminder Email Inviting Students to Participate in Study 
 
Sender: Helen Diamond Steele 
 




Last week, I sent you an e-mail inviting you to participate my dissertation research study 
titled “Racial Identity Development of Mixed Race College Students.” The purpose of this 
study is to identify the factors that influence mixed race college students' choice of racial 
identity. We are conducting the survey among mixed race college students in Georgia. 
 
If you have already completed the survey, please accept our sincere thanks. If you intend 
to complete the survey, please do so in the next day or two. When you are ready to 









Helen Diamond Steele 
Clemson University 
Ph.D. Candidate 
Educational Leadership - Higher Education 
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Information Concerning Participation in a Research Study 
Clemson University 
 
Racial Identity Development of Mixed Race College Students 
 
Description of the Research and Your Participation 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Dr. Tony Cawthon and 
Helen Diamond Steele. The purpose of this research is to identify the factors that 
influence mixed race college students' choice of racial identity. 
 
Your participation will involve answering questions in an online survey. 
 
The amount of time required for your participation will be approximately 15 minutes. 
 
Risks and Discomforts 
 




There are no known benefits to you that would result from your participation in this 
research. This research may help us to understand racially identity development of mixed 
race college students. 
 
Protection of Confidentiality 
 
We will do everything we can to protect your privacy. Participants will not be identifiable 
by name or through demographic data. A unique log-in name and password will be 
required to access data, and only the researcher will have access to the data. Your identity 




Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate 
and you may withdraw your consent to participate at any time. You will not be penalized 
in any way should you decide not to participate or to withdraw from this study. 
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Contact Information 
 
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please 
contact Dr. Tony Cawthon at Clemson University at 864-656-5100. If you have any 
questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact the 
Clemson University Office of Research Compliance (ORC) at 864-656-6460 or 
irb@clemson.edu. If you are outside of the Upstate South Carolina area, please use the 




     
Appendix F 
 
IRB Validation from Clemson University 
 
-------- Original Message --------  
Subject:  Validation of IRB2010-297: Racial Identity Development of Mixed Race 
College Students 
Date:  Wed, 3 Nov 2010 12:51:31 -0400 
From:  Nalinee Patin <NPATIN@clemson.edu> 
To:  Tony Cawthon <CAWTHOT@clemson.edu>, "hsteele@clemson.edu" 
<hsteele@clemson.edu> 
 
Dear Dr. Cawthon and Ms. Steele, 
  
The chair of the Clemson University Institutional Review Board (IRB) validated the 
protocol identified above using exempt review procedures and a determination was made 
on November 3, 2010, that the proposed activities involving human participants qualify 
as Exempt from continuing review under Category B2, based on the Federal Regulations 
(45 CFR 46). You may begin this study. 
  
Please remember that the IRB will have to review all changes to this research protocol 
before initiation. You are obligated to report any unanticipated problems involving risks 
to subjects, complications, and/or any adverse events to the ORC immediately.   
  
We also ask that you notify the ORC when your study is complete or if terminated. 
  
Please review the Responsibilities of Principal Investigators (available at 
http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/regulations.html) and the 
Responsibilities of Research Team Members (available at 
http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/regulations.html) and be sure these 
documents are distributed to all appropriate parties. 
  
Please let us know if you have any questions and use the IRB number and title in all 
communications regarding this study. Good luck with your study. 
  
  
All the best, 
Nalinee 
  
Nalinee D. Patin 
IRB Coordinator 
Clemson University 
Office of Research Compliance 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
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Voice: (864) 656-0636 
Fax: (864) 656-4475 
E-mail: npatin@clemson.edu 
Web site: http://www.clemson.edu/research/compliance/irb/ 
IRB E-mail: irb@clemson.edu 
  
Confidentiality Notice:  This message is intended for the use of the individual to which it 
is addressed and may contain information that is confidential.  If the reader of this 
message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you receive this 
communication in error, please notify us by reply mail and delete the original message. 
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Appendix G 
 
IRB Validation from University of Georgia 
 
-------- Original Message --------  
Subject:  Recruitment @ UGA - Cawthon/Steele 
Date:  Thu, 24 Mar 2011 21:43:28 +0000 
From:  Benilda P Pooser <bpooser@uga.edu> 
To:  Helen Diamond Steele (hsteele@westga.edu) <hsteele@westga.edu> 
 
TITLE OF STUDY: Racial Identity Development of Mixed Race College Students  
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Dr. Tony Cawthon 




The University of Georgia (UGA) Human Subjects Office has reviewed your above-titled 
human subjects protocol that seeks to identify the factors that influence mixed race 
college students’ choice of racial identity. 
  
Since you have assured from our earlier phone conversation that no UGA faculty, staff, 
or student will be engaged in the conduct of this research per OHRP’s document 
Guidance on Engagement of Institutions in Human Subjects Research, UGA IRB does 
not need to conduct its own review/approval of this study.  We have a copy of Clemson 
University’s IRB review and protocol on file. 
  
Thank you for checking with us prior to the commencement of this study.  Good luck, 




Benilda P. Pooser, Ph.D., CIM 
Director, Human Subjects Office 
629 Boyd Graduate Studies Research Center 
University of Georgia 
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Appendix J 
 
IRB Approval from University of West Georgia 
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